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ABSTRACT 

The committee hearings in this report concern 
proposed Department of Agriculture regulations. These regulations 
deal with the method of apportioning the $153.2 million Section 32 
funds available for the National School Lunch Program for fiscal 
1972. Included are statements from school superintendents, food 
service representatives. State department of education 
representatives, and Senators. The hearings were held to permit 
airing of complaints to the effect that, under these regulations, 
school districts were not receiving sufficient reimbursement to pay 
for the cost of meals. (JF) 



flAR 30 1571,. 
SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS A- 



CO 



HEARING 



' tX*\ BEFORE TUG 

S COMMITTEE ON 

^ AGEIOULTURE AND EOEESTEi; 

^ UNITED STATES SENATE. 

NINETY-SECOND CONGRESS 

FIRST session" 
ON 

THE SClIOOli IiUNCH PROGRAM FOR THE 1072 FISCAIi XExVR 
AS PKOPOSEO BX THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUIiTURE 
\UGUST 10, 1971 ^ 



SEPTEMBER 16, 1971 



Printed for the use of tliG Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 



u s.oepartmentofhcalth, 

EDUCATION &WELFARE 
NATIONALINSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION 
Th»S DOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRO 
DUCcD EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM 
THE- PERSON OR ORGANIZATION QRlGlN 
ATING IT POINTS Of- VIEW OR OPJNIONS 
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE 
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OP 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 



or) . 

IS. 

o 

O U'S, GOVERNftJENT PHINTING OFHCB 

O S.'5-.'23 WAfc'IIINGTON . 1972 



ERIC W 



FILMED FROM BEST A VAILABLE COPY 



COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 



IIERMAX E. ' 

ALLEN J, ELLEN DER, Louisiana 

JAMES O, EASTLAND, Mississippi 

B. EVERETT JORDAN,>"orth Carolina 

GEORGE .McGOVERX, South Dakota 

JAMES B. ALLEN, Alabama 

H U n E RT n. 11 VM Pit R E Y. Minnesota 

LAWTON CHILES, Florida 

COTVS 



\\LMADGE, Georgia, Chairmen 

JACK MILLER, Iowa 
GEORGE D.AIKEN, Vermont 
MILTON R. YOUNG, Nortli Dakota 
CARL T. CURTIS, Nebraska 
ROBjERT DOLE, Kansas 
HENRY BELLMON, Oklaljoma 

\U .\fousEK, Chief Clerk 



(ID 



CONTENTS 



Statement of : 

Bevis, Doimld D., associate siiperinteiulcnt of schools for biisiijess PaR® 

:itT:iii'S, Minneapolis Public Schools, Minneapolis, Minn. , , 106 

Brif5g5, IFoward \V., director, Food Services Department, Dotroit 

Public Schools, Detroit, Mich , , 2S 

IBrooke, Hon. Edward \V., a U.S. Senator from Massachusetts?,^ 9 

Ford, A. W,, director, Arkansas Uepaitiuent of Kducation, Little 

Hock, Ark « IQi 

Kelley, Isabellc M., Assi-^tant l)eputy Adniiui-^trator, Food and Xutri- 

tion Service, U.S. Oopartnient of Agriculture,. « 60 

Lyng, Hon, Richard E., Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 60 

^lartin, Josephine, adminWrator, School Food Service Protcrauj, 

(Georgia Department of ICducation, Atlanta, Cra,, and cbairman. 

Legislative Connnittoc, Anioriean School Food Service Association _ « 44 

Mc Govern, Ifon. (Jeorge, a U.S. Senator from S(»uth Dakota 101 

Ferryman, Dr. John N"., executive director, American School Food 

Servico Association, Donvci, Col<>_ -12 

Phillips, Dr. A, Craii(, snporiuteudent of public instruction. State of 

North Carolina, Rnloigh, N,C » - 12 

Samter, Dr. Eugene C, assistant superintendent of schools, Buffalo, 

N.Y„. _ _ 30 

Taylor, Bryan P., superintendent of schools, Sun Diego Independent 

School District, San Diego, Tex 14 

Miscallaneous documents; 

Letter to the Prcsidentfrom the Chairman 2 

Proposed school lunch regulations August 10, 1071 „ 4 

Allocation of funds to States under proposed regulations 7 

Letter to the President signed by 44 Senators 8 

Article from the Wall Street Journal 10 

Anticipated losses by States in 1071-72 .51 

School lunch prognnn, lOGS-72 77 

Number of children served school lunches 85 

State apportionments, 1070-72 ^ , 91 



(HI) 



c 



SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS 



THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1971 

U.S. Sex ATS, 
Committee ox Agricultuke and Forestry, ^ 

WasJdnffton, D.O. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 o'clock a.m., in room 
324, Old Senate Office Building, the Honorable Herman E. Talmadge ^ 
(chairman of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Talmadge, Ellender, Jordan of North Carolina, 
Allen, Ilumphrey, Chiles, Aiken, Young, Curtis, and Bellmon. 

Tlie Chaiumax. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is toda}' holding hearings on proposed regulations 
of the Department of Agriculture published in the Federal Register 
on August 13. These regulations deal with the method of apportioning 
the $153.2 million of section 32 funds available for the national school 
lunch program for fiscal 1972. 

The Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry lias a long 
tradition of interest in the school lunch program of this Nation. Some 
members of this committee had a hand in miting the original school 
lunch law in 1946. The President pro tempore of the Senate, who was 
for many years chairman of this committee, played a leading role in 
fashioning the first school lunch program that this country had, for 
he was a- chief-sponsor of the legislation .i)assed in 1946. The school 
lunch program has never been a partisan issue in this committee. 
Senator Aiken and the other members of the committee have taken 
an active interest in improving the program over the 3'ear3. 

I am proud tliat I was the orighial Senate sponsor for the new school 
lunch law passed by the Congress in April 1970. This law, 91-248, 
was considered landmark legislation for it required tliat all schools 
hi the Nation have a school lunch program, and that ever}'- n<Jedy 
schoolchild in the country receive a free or reduced priced meal. The 
law eliminated a great number of administrative bottlenecks which 
liad plagued the school lunch program and it established bettor 
funding procedures. 

Unfortunately, the new law did not work perfectly during its first 
j'Car of operation. Tliere were a great number of administrative 
delays and the States were uncertain as to the new program require- 
ments. However, I felt that these delays were understandable in the 
first year of operation of the dramatically^ new school lunch program. 
I was pleased that schools in my own State of Georgia and other 
States throughout the Nation made tremendous strides in providing 
meals to all needy schoolchildren as required by Public Law 91-248. 

I had every reason to believe that school districts around the country 
would make the promise of Public Law 91-248 — to bring meals to 
all the needy schoolchildren in the Nation — a reality. 

(1) 
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Therefore, ! was quite shocked with the reguhitions published during 
ihe congressional recess. These rogidaiioiis were met with strong 
objections from school ofiicials around the country. These oflicials 
maintain that the rate of reimbursement providecl under the new 
regulations will make it impossible for them to carry out their re- 
sponsibility under the law. I understand that the proposed regulations 
apportion the sectioii 32 funds available for the program in a manner 
dcsijrned to provide such State with: 

First, 0 cent for each school lunch served in excess of the number 
that can be reimbursed at 5 cents from the regular section 4 appro- 
priation; and 

Second, an additional 30 cents for eacli free or reduced price lunch 
served in excess of the number that can be reimbursed at 30 cents 
froni tho regular section 11 appropriation. Under this system it is 
estiniated that only six States will receive an amount adequate to 
provide an average reimbursement for free or reduced price lunclics in 
excess of 30 cents. 

Tiiis is considerably less per meal than many States were receiving 
at the end of fiscal 1971. La addition, in using section 32 funds to 
provide uniform amounts per meal for each State, the regulation tends 
to vitiate the differential accorded by the section 4 and section 11 
apportionment fornndas to States with below average incomes or 
above average numbers of poor children. 

Man}^ .school districts have complained that the cost of preparing a 
nieal is over 60 cents and that they ]nive no way of nnikhig up the 
difference between the 60 cents cost and the 35-cent reimbursement 
rate. 1 felt that this connnittee should have an opportunit}'' to hear 
froni the people who are affected by these regulations, the local school 
officials. Therefore, we will hear from B. P. Taylor, a superintendent of 
a small town scliool system in Texas; Howard W. Briggs of the 
Detroit Public School S^'stem, and' Miss Josephine Martin, ad- 
ministrator of the school lunch program of the State of Georda. After 
these witnesses have testified, we will hear Assistant Secretary 
Kichard E. Lyng mve the response of the Department of Agiiculture. 

I wrote to the President on Septend)er 2 to strongly protest the 
proposed regulations and asked that they ])e changed to conform to 
the dictate of Public Law 91-248. A copy of my letter with a copy of 
the proposed regulations and a chart showing projected fiscal 1972 
reiinbursement rates (as supplemented from section 32 funds) will 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 

QxiTni) St.vtks Skxatk, 
CoMMiTTKK ON Aguicultuiu: AN'D Foukstky, 

Washington, D.C.y Seplcmbcr 2, 1071. 

The Pni:sn)i:N*T, 

The While Home, Washington, D.C, 

My ])i:au Mk. Pui:.sidk.\t: In May, 1070, you signed into law a bill which 
Congre^^s Imd pjus^ed to provide lunches for every needy ehild in America. The 
inundate of this law is quite eloar. States are required to c.\tend tlieir .school lunch 
program to every school in the state and to provide free or reduced price lunches 
to every needy ehild in thejje ijchools. Where a child can afford to pay nothing at 
all, \\\^ lunch must be free. 

The language of the ilousc conferees emphasizes this point: "While it is the 
intent of the managers that every child from an impoverished family shall be 
served meals either free or at reduced cost — not to exceed ?0 cents per meal — it is 
also the intent that free lunches be ])rovided for the poorest of the poor and under 
no circum.stances .shall those unable to pay be charged for their lunches." 
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I \v:is cxtrcniolv proud wiicn you signed Uiis Icgi-^lutioa into law on May 14, lO/O. 
1 was proud because I was tlic original sponsor of this legislation in the Senate am 
T felt that it would provide the mechanism for good nutrition for every scliool child 

in America. , , , . . . , i 

However, T was soniewliat concerned about the adnnnistration of the new law 

bv vour Department of Agriculture during the past school year. 
" I* received numerous coniplaiiiU about delays in reimbursement to school 

districts and a failure of the US DA to set clear program guideline^. _ 

Nevertheless, I felt that sucli delays and problems were nnderslandable m ine^ 

fir.st vear of operation of the new school luneh program. But, even under such 

adverse Conditions schools in mv own state of Georgia nuule tremendous programs 

in meeting their rcsponsibilitv to provide meals under the mandate of 1 ublie 

Law 91-248. 

All of us were proud and looked forward to even more progress this year. 
However, the new regulations promulgated by the USD A on August 13 th are 
astonishhig and dismayhig. I am at a loss to understand the reason for issuing 
these regulations— regulations whie!\ will undercut the progress made by schools 
in Georgia and other states. , , ,. ■ ^ i.i i *. 

These regulations have i)recipitated a fiscal erisis in school distriets tnrougnout 
mv state. Because the new regulations provide for reimbursement of free and 
reduced price meals at a rnte of only 3:") cents per meal, although the actual cost 
amounts to over 42 cents per meal, many seliools arc unable to alford the free 
and reduced price lunch program they had planned. The schools in my state \.'erc 
receivhig reimbursement for fieo and reduced price meals at a rate in excess of 
42 cents per meal at the elose of the last sehool year. , 

In order to meet the reduction in funds eaused by the new UbDA regulations, 
the local .sehool districts have no choice but to do one of two things: (I) raise the 
price of the sehool luneh for those eiiildrcn w!io can atford to pay, or (2) increase 
3ocal sehool taxes. , ^ _ , , 

The school districts are precluded from inere.'ismg the eost of meals by jour 
freeze on prices. As a practical matter, it is impossible fov the school districts to 
raise additional tax revenue on sueli short notice. 

I consider it higliiv improper that tlie USDA should wait until three wTeks 
before the beginning of Uic new sehool year to issue regulations whieh have sueh 
>an adverse impact on the financing of the sehool lunch program. There is no 
excuse for waiting this long to promulgate regulations to implement a law parsed 
bv the Congress in April of 1070. I further regret that interested parties around 
the countrv wore given onlv 15 days to respond to these very coinplex ehangcs 

Congress has approi)riated more money than you requested to fund the Child 
Nutrition Programs. However, there was some feeling that appropriations for 
these programs might not be adequate so the Congress approved and you signed 
into law on June 30, 1971 an authorization for an additional $13.) million of 
Section 32 funds to fund any child nutrition needs whieh are not nmt by regular 
appropriations. , ^ ^ . , r i 

Since the Federal Government has required the States to provide free and 
reduced price meals for all the needv school children of the nation, I behove that 
we must live up to our obligation to provide the funding for this pi-o^rani. if 
Additional funding above that already provided, including the Sl3o million of 
Section 32, is needed, I hope that your Adininistn\tion will so inform the Congress. 

I have received numerous communications from my own .state and other 
states which indicate tha't some sehool lunch programs will fail eiitirelv if the 
proposed regulations are made final. Authorities in Pennsylvania state that the 
cost of preparing a school meal is GO cents. Therefoie, it will be impossible for 
many of the Pennsylvania schools to provide free lunches with a reiinbursenicnt 
of onlv 3.> cents. . . ^ , , . 

Public Law 01-248 was the product of a bi-partisan elTort to provide nutrition 
for the needy school children of this country. Since tho regulations promulgated 
on August i3th are clearlv contrary to the intent of Pubhc Law 91-248, and 
since these regulations will' clearlv make it impossible to provide meals to all the 
needv school children in tho nation, Lhopo that you will have your Departnioiit 
of Agriculture reconsider and issue regulations which eonfonn with tho dictuto 
of tho law. 

Sincerely, ^ ^, . 

IIkiiman E. Talmadgk, Chairman, 
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[Prom the Federal Register, Vol. 30, No. 157, Friday. Aug. 13, 19711 
Food and Nutiutio.v Skkvici: [7 CPR Parts 210, 220, 245] 

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS— NOTICB OF PUOroSLD RULEMAKING 




the operation of the Nonfood Assistance Program (7 CFR t\'irt 22())f and the 
rcgnlations on dctcnnining eligibility for free and rednccd price meals as li applies 
to school lunch programs (7 CPR Part 245). Connnents, suggestions, or objections 
arc mvitcd and may be delivered within 15 days after publication thereof to 
Herbert D. Rorex, Director, Child Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition Service, 
U.b. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250, or submitted bv mail 
postmarked not later than the loth day following publication hereof. Coninunii- 
eations should identify the regulation section and paragraph on which comments, 
etc., lire offered. All comments. Suggestions, or objections will be considered 
before the Imal amendments arc published. 

The proposed amendments, with the proposed effeetive date as stated, are as 
follows; 

PART 210— NATIONAL. SCHOOL LU.N'CU PROGHAM 

1. In § 210.4, a new paragraph (f) is added as follows: 
§ 310.4 Apportionment of funds to States. 

♦****♦♦ 

(f) Of any fnnds made av:nlal)le for the fisenl vear 1072 from section 32 fund-* 
(Aet of August 24, 19.S5, as amended) a total of §4,552,220 shall bo reserved for 
the States of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Ishinds, CUiam, and .-Vmoriean Samoa. Such 
reserved funds shall l)e apportioned to eaeh of such States in an amount which 
))eai^ the same ratio to the total of sueh reserved funds as the nuin!)er of children 
aged to 1 7, inclusive, in each such State bcai-s to the total number of sueh ehildron 
in all Such States. Sucii section tl2 fuiuls paid to such States in the fiscal vear 1072 
shall be available us special cash assistance. The remaining amount of nilv section 
62 funds made available in the fiscal year 1072 shall be available for distribution 
to btate Agencies, other than State Agencies in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Inlands 
Guam, and American Samoa, and to FNSRO wheie applicable in the following 
aniount.s: (I) 5 cents for each Ty|)e A lunch served during the 1972 fiscal year, in 
participating schools, which is in excess of a base number of Tvpe A lunches 
served in 1072. The l)ase number of Type A lunehes for each State'sliall l)e deter- 
mined by I*NjS by dividing by 5 cents the aniouut of general cash-for-food a^sist- 
api)ortioued to the State Agency or initiallv reserved for 
l^iNbKO for the fiscal year 1072. (2) 30 cents for each free or reduced price Tvpe 
A lunch ser\^ed during the fiscal year 1972 in participating schools to children 
^^cetiiig approval eligibility criteria for free or .reduced prico Tvpe A lunches, 
which is in excess of a base numl)er of sueh Tvpe A lunches. The base number of 
such Type A lunches for eneii State shall |)e determined |)V FNS by dividing l)y 
oO cents the amount of si)eeinl easli assistance funds initially apportioned to the 
btate Agency under paragraph (d) of this § 210.4, or initiallv rcserved for FNSRO 
under paragraph (e) of this section, for the fiscal vear 1972'. Any section 32 funds 
paid to a State Agency, or FNSRO where applicable, under subparagraph (1) of 
this paragraph shall l)e available as general cash-for-food assistance. Anv section 
32 funds paid to a State Agency, or FNSRO where ai)plieal)lc, under subpSiragraph 
(2) of this paragraph shall l)e iivaila!)le as special cash assistance. 

2. In §210.5; a new paragraph (e) is added as follows: 

^210.5 Payments to States. 

******* 
(e) Any section 32 funds to which a State Agency is entitled under paragraph (f) 
of § 210.4 shali l)e made available by means of Letters of Credit issued bv FNS 
to appropriate Federal Reserve ban'ks in favor of such State Agency. No sueh 
funds shall be paid to a State Agency as gonci'al cash-for-food assistance until 
the number of Type A lunches .served l)y School Food Authorities in the State 
m the fiscal year 1972 e.\eeeds the base number of Type A lunches deternnned in 
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in the fiscal year 1072 exceeds the base miinber oC sueh Type A lunehcs detenu iiicd 
ill aeeordaiico with parnjrraph (f)(2) of § 210.4. 

* ^ * *' * * * 

:i. In § 210.11 new paragraphs (1)-1) and 0)-2) arc added, pr,r:i|(paphs (c) and 
(d) are revised, and new p:irngraphs (d-1) and (d-2) are added a« follows: 

§ 2l0.lt Reunburscment paymenls. 

(1)-!) Within the niaxiinum rate of i-cinil)nn>Pin(;nt .sot forth in paragraph 
(b) of this section, in each fiscal year, the State Agcn<^y, or y]SfS!lO wlujre a))- 
plicable, shall initially assign rat<*s of reiinhnniicinont at levels which will })crnnt 
rpinibunseniont from "the general cash-for-food Jissistancc funds available to the 
State Agenev. or FKSllO where applicable, for the total mnnbcr of Type A nnd 
Tvpe C lunches it astiniatod will be served in partieipating schools in the State 
in" such fiscal vear. At a niinimuin, the estiniatp of the number of lype A and 
Tvpe C lunehes to be served in a fiseal vear .shall take into aeoount the estimated 
number of sueh lunches to be served in sehools which partieipated in the pre- 
ceding fisea! vear and the estimated number of such hiiiehes w be served m 
schools whieh are expected t apply and be approved for participation in the. 
Program during .such fiscal year. , - • o ■ 

(b-2) Each fiscal yea*-, promptly following the receipt of Chums ior Keun- 




cable, shall make such adjustments in its^igned rates of remi burse nient from 
general cash-for-food assistance funds ius are necessary to comply with the pro- 
visions of paragraph (b-1) of this section. _ . c?** 

(c) Anv school partieipating in the Program wliioli is determined by the btatc 
Agenev, or PNSRO where npphcable, to l;c in need of special assistunce to enable 
it to serve free and reduccd-priee Type A lunches, may be reimbursed from special 
cash assistance funds for Tvpe A lunches served free or at a rechieed price to 
children meeting the school's approved elii;il)ility standard for such hmclics. 
Ivxcept as provided in paragraph (d) of this .section, the niaximnin rate of re- 
imbursement to be paid from .special cash assistance funds shall be 30 cents for 
each such Tvpe A lunch, In assigiiing rate.s of reiuibnrsenient forsuca lype A 
lunches, the' State Agoncv, or FNSHO where applicable, shall ba^^e the rate 
jissigaed to a school on Mie schoors relative need for special assistance iii serving 
free and reduced price Type A lunehes. . . 

(d) The State Ageiicv, or FNSRO where applieable, uiay jussign a reimburse- 
ment rate in excess of W eents from .spceial eash assistanee funds to a sehool after 
it finds that the need of the sehool for special cash assistaiiee is relatively ^^reater 
than the need of other partieipating schools witlun the State for sueh assistance. 
At a minimum, sneh a finding must demonstrate that: (1) The eost of operating 
the school's nonprofit hineh program is higher than is typical m the State; (2) as 
a result, the operating eost that would be incurred during the fiscal vear in serving 
fully paid, reduced price, and free Type A lunches at current levels of participation 
would so exceed the balance of funds on hand and the revenues expected during 
such fiseal vear (including State and local revenues normally expected to be inade 
available) that the School Food Authority would be fiiianeially unable to eoiitiiiue 
to servo the number of free and reduced price lunebcs currently being served at 

special eash jvssisiaiiee reimbursement rate of 30 cents; and (3) the expected 



ot reiinbuiseineiii irom special casu jvssisuviici; lumis i-^ m ^^.^^i? v. ^^...^ 

and whieh, together with revenues available from other sources, inehiding general 
cash-for-food assistance funds will finance up to 100 percentum of the eost of 
operating the school's nonprofit hiiieh program: Pj'ovidcdy however, That the total 
reiinbursemeiit from general cash-for-food assistance funds and special cash 
assistance funds shall not exceed 00 cents for each free or reduced-price Type A 
lunch served to children meeting the sehooKs approved eligibility standards tor 
such lunches: A^id provided, further, That such combmed rate of reiuiburecinent 
shall not exceed 50 eents for each such Type A lunch unless the number of free 
Typo A lunehcs being served in the school represents at least 00 percentum of the 
total number of free and reduecd-priee Tvpe A limelics served. The State Agency, 
or FNSRO where applieable, shall maintain on file for review the data used to 
support the finding that a rate of reimbursement from special eash assistance 
funds in excess of 30 cents was needed. 
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(d-I) Witliiii tlic maximum rate of rciinbun?cmoiit from special o;u<h assist- 
aiico funds set forth in paragraplis (c) and (d) of tliis section, in cacli fwcal vcar> 
tlic State Agency, or PNSRO whcie applical)lc, shall iiiitiallv assign rates <if rciin- 
bun^emcnt at levels whieh will permit rcinibuiycnient from special cash :u«sistaMco 
funds available to the State Agency, or FNSllO where applicable, for the total 
number of free or reduced-price Type A lunehes it is estimated will be served in 
participating schools in sueh fiscal year. At a mhrnnum, the estimate of the nund)Cr 
of sueh lunelies to be served in a fii^eal year shall take into account the estimated 
number of sueh lunches to be served in schools which participated in the preceding 
fiseal year and the estimated number of such lunches to be served in schools whieh 
are expected to apply and be approved for participation in the Program during 
sueh fiscal year. 

(d-2) Each fiseal year, promptly following the receipt of Claims for Reimburse- 
meiit covering operations for the month of January, each State Agene v, or FKSRO 
where applieal)le, shall revise its estimate of the total number of free or reduced- 
price Type A lunehes to be served in participating schools in such fiscal vear. 
Based upon such revised estimates, each State Agency, or FKSRO whore appii- 
cabic, shall make such adjustments in assigned rates of roimbui^ement from 
special cash assistance funds as are necessary to complv with the provisions of 
paragraph (d-1) of this section. 

******* 

4. In §210.11, paragraph (g) is amended by striking out the phrase 'MS cent^" 
each time \i appears m the paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof the following 
phrase: the maximum rate authorized in paragraph (d) of this section/' 



r.VUT 1>2^J— SCHOOL mniAKPAST AND NON-FOOD ASSISTANCE IMtOGUA.MS ANP STATI: 

ADMiNisTUATivi; i:xi»i:Nsi:s 

in § 220.10, paragraph fl)) is revised to read as follows: 
§ 220 JO Rcqntr menu for participation. 

(b) Schools drawing attendance from areas in which poor economie conditions 
exist that have no equipment or grossly inadequate equipment to operate an ade- 
quate feeding program under the National School Lunch Program or the School 
lircakf:ust Program shall be selected for paiticipation in the Nonfood Assistance 
Program on the b:isis of: (1) The relative need of such schools for assistance in 
ac(juiriMg sueh C(piipmcnt, and (2) the amount of funds available to the St;ito 
Agency or FNSRO where applicable. State Agencies, or PNSRO where appliciible, 
have a positive obligation to inform such schools of the Nonfood Assistance Pro- 
gram and, within available funds, t<) work with sueh schools to plan for the ac- 
quisition of any equipment they need to operate an adequate feeding program 
under the National School Lunch Program or the School I5reakf:ist I'l'ogram. 
Except when prior approval is obtained from PNS, the State Agenev, or FNSRO 
where applicable, shall not obligate between Julv 1 and March 1 of each fiscal 
year more than oO pereentum of the Nonfood Assistance Program funds initially 
made available for use by schools already participating in the Naticual School 
Lunch Program or the Sclux)! Breakfast Program. 

iwiiT 2«— di:ti:umining kugiiiimty fok fukk .vnd ri:duci:d itjcb LUNCirKS 
§ S/,5.6 UUncndcd] 

0. In § 24.0.C, paragraph (e) is amended by adding the following two scntencoj? 
at the end thereof: 'Nothing in this paragraph shall be deemed to authorize the 
btate Agency, or FNSllO where applicable, to niake reimbursement from special 
cash assistance funds for all Type A lunehes .^^crved in a school unless a reasonable 
basis exists for finding that all children in the school meet the .school's eligibilitv 
standards for free and reduced price lunches. The State Agency, or FNSllO wl-ere 
applicable, shall maintain on file, or cause to be maintained on file, the data used 
to make such a finding. 

Effective date. Except for the amendments to § 210. 1 1 these amendments will be 
effective upon publication. The amendments to §210.11 will be effective for 
hinehcs included in Claims for Reimbursement covering the mouth of Septem- 
ber, 1071, and all subsequent inontlis. 

Dated: August 10, 107L 

Richard K. Lyng, 
Assistant Secretary^ 



NATIOMAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 
lSOS!iie awncles and Disliict oi Columbia: PcJctnt jncrcisc in nynbtr of total lunthes, and 
iwtcd avtiice icimlursemtnt latej \\\ 1972, w»lt,out and v>Hh USOA Aur. 13 piopOMt$| 



1971 



Pioicctcd,1972 



Re(icn and State 



Pf'ccnl 

in total 
lunches 



Percent 
ircteasc 
in Utt and 
fCtJuccd 
piicc 
lunches 



pefctnt 
increase 
in total 
lunches 



Percent 
increase 
in dee and 
ie(!\)Ced 
price 
bitches 



Projected rates 



Without 
proposal 



With 
proposal 



Sec. 4 Sec 11 Sec. 4 Sec. 11 



Northeast: . „ , 

Connecticut - tO-I 

Delsware - +9.1 

District ot Columt)ia +30. 1 

Maine . +3.3 

Maryland -3.0 

Mas*achuse ^ +4.4 

New Hamp^iire +5.8 

New Jersey. .« +13.5 

New York,.....- +.5 

Pennsylvania +30. S 

Rhode Island +11.2 

Vermont.-.. +9.6 

West Virginia +>3.9 

Southeast: 

Alabama.. +5.3 

Florida...... +2.5 

Georgia +1.6 

Kentucky +2.3 

Mississipp +2. 3 

North Carolina +10.0 

South Carolina..,. -1.0 

Tennessee +6.6 

Virfiinia,., +2.5 

Midwest:^ 

Illinois ........... . +17.8 

Indiana +4.3 

Iowa ,7:1.5 

Michigan +21.1 

Minnesota...., +6.6 

Missouri 7}. J 

Nebraska....... +1.2 

North Dakota -.7 

Ohio +8.3 

South Dakota +26.0 

Wisconsin +.5 

Southwest: 

Arkansas, +5.0 

Colorado +9.4 

Kansas ....... +3.8 

Louisiana -1.9 

New Mexico +6.8 

Oklahoma.... +J7.8 

Texas 414.4 

Western: , ^ 

Alaska +10.0 

Arizona +4.4 

CaWornia +35.4 

Hawaii +.3 

Idaho +5.2 

Montana +4.6 

Nevada........ +22.6 

Oregon +5.4 

Utah +7.1 

Washington +2-5 

Wyoming +4.2 



4. ^ 
+«.0 
+35,? 
+6?. 9 
+104,0 

+10.5 
.-8.! 
+137.3 
+3.2 
+73.3 
+35.2 
+132.4 
" +96.1 
+22.0 
+59,7 

+:2.7 



+6.0 
+.9 
.rn.7 
+17.0 
+30.5 

-5.2 
+13.0 
+17.0 
+11.4 
+11.2 
+ 14.1 
+26.7 

+4.7 

+11.4 
+6.9 
+6.3 

.M5.8 

+13.9 
•16.0 
+7.1 

+10.2 
^6.3 

+13,0 
•rl.O 
+7.8 
+3.3 
26.5 
+8.7 
+ 10.1 
+3.7 
+12.5 
+30.9 
+14.9 

+11.2 
+8.8 

+18.7 
+9.8 
+1.4 

+12.8 

+50.6 

+20.2 
+15.0 
+16.4 
+5.5 
+9.9 
+10.9 
+34.2 
+12.6 
+5.4 
+6.8 
+11.7 



+74.9 
+3S.1 
-rl3.6 
+34.4 
+17.0 
+47.3 
-^12.3 
+27.2 

+8.1 
+22.3 

+1.4 
+99.8 
-16.3 

+24.5 
+C9.5 
+19.0 
+15.4 
+22.8 
+27.5 
+20.8 
+24.3 
+25.4 

+ 7.1 
+^0.0 
+48.8 
+52.0 
+73.2 
+35.9 
+U.0 
+21.1 
+16.9 
+52.3 
+38.8 

+23.5 
+48.6 
+68.2 
+23.6 
+13.5 
+42.4 
+107.5 

+29. S 
+30.8 
+\i7.6 
+13.0 
+69.8 
X33.1 
4-78.7 
+77.2 
+35.5 
+27.9 
+52.9 



5.3 


23.4 


5.3 


5 1 


28 2 


5.1 


3.' 8 


16! 4 


S.0 


5.6 


31.0 


5.6 


4.4 


29.9 


5.0 


5.1 


32. S 


5.1 


5.0 


48.5 


6.0 


4.2 


24.8 


5.0 


5.0 


20. G 


5.0 


3.8 


43.7 


5.0 


4.4 


4S.0 


5.0 


4.5 


30.9 


3.0 


G.4 


35.5 


G.4 


G.7 


32.1 


G.7 


5.3 


20.4 


5.6 


G.2 


30.6 


6.2 


6.0 


42.8 


6.0 


?.5 


30.2 


7.S 


5.9 


36.3 


5.9 


7.2 


31.1 


7.2 


6.2 


38.7 


6.2 


5.6 


34.9 


5.6 


4.2 


27.9 


5.0 


5.4 


54.0 


5.4 


5.4 


52.1 


5.4 


4.5 


35.2 


5.0 


4.4 


29.4 


5.0 


5.5 


45.7 


5.5 


5.3 


3S.8 


5.3 


6.9 


57.7 


6.9 


4.6 


42.1 


5.0 


4.2 


52.3 


5.0 


5.1 


44.7 


5.1 


6.$ 


36.7 


6.8 


5.0 


22.4 


5.0 


4.6 


49.6 


5.0 


6.6 


27.8 


6.6 


ft. 7 


22.3 


6.7 


5.0 


35.2 


5.0 


3.6 


27.3 


5.0 


4.2 


14.7 


5.0 


5.2 


31.8 


5.2 


3.5 


11.1 


5.0 


5 3 


37.3 


5.3 


6.Q 


41.5 


6.0 


5.7 


49.8 


5.7 


3.4 


22.0 


5.0 


4.9 


21.4 


5.0 


6.0 


22.2 


6.0 


5.1 


25.0 


5.1 


5.5 


45.5 


5.5 



30.0 
30.0 

30. a 

30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 

30.0 
30,0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.O 
30 0 
3a 0 
30.O 

30.1) 
32.8 
31.7 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
35.1 
30.0 
31.7 
30.0 

30.0 
30.0 
30.1 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 

30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.3 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 



The Cu.viUMAX, Also I desire to include in the record at this point 
a letter dated September 19, 1S71, addressed to the President and 
signed bv some 44 Members of thc< Senate. 

And 1 have also a letter from Senator EdAvard W. Brooke, the 
Sentvtor from Massachusetts, dated Sei)tember 14, 1971, with a 
stai^-ment which he has requested be inserted in the record at this 
point. 
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^ And (Jus mominjr's Wall Street Journal carried an arado cntidod 
i\i.\on'.^ Diet for Pupils— Agency Seeks Curb oji School-Lunch 
iMnids; hiifr Qn:x. is Likely by Senate Panel Today/' which will be 
uiserted in ihe record at (his point. 
(The docmnents referred (o follow:) 

U.\iTr.i) .STATr.s Sknatk, 
n„ „ Washington, />.C., Sqitmbcr .'y, IU7L 

1 he Pui:.sidi:nt, » » / » 

The White Home, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dkak Mit. Piti:,SM)KNT We arc writing yon out of a dcoi- concern regarding tljc 
inirposc of proposed scr.^ol luacli rcgulntiou?; issued bv tlic Depnrtinont of A«ri- 
culturc on August n, 11>71. The pn)post'd regulations conccM'n i\w use of federal 
funds to e:irry out thr injuidaJe of Public haw [U -US whieh provides iluH. "nnv 
ehiki wiio i< n member of a household wliieli has au animal -iw-onio not nl)Ove the 
appheable family size ineome level sot forth in the ineomc i)o\'}rtv guidelines 
shatt be ><»rved meals free or nt. a redueed cost." Thus, t he rea» te?t f the ndequaev 
of the proposed new regulations is whether or not thev will iuukc it possible for 
tlies ates and locahties to meet the obligations and requirements whieh Publie 
Law 1)I-'2'I.S nnposcs upon iliein. 

After eaa^ful study and analysi;*, it. is our judgment that the proposed regulations 
will not meet this basic test. Therefore, we find ourselves in agreement with the 
mnupmous eonehision of the State l)ireetoi^5 Seetion of the Aaiericau Sehool 
I'ood .-rrviee Assoeiation that the proposed regulations in their present form 
pose :i very real threat to the eontinued progre:?s of the Nrlional Sehool Luneh 
I'rogram. 

If these rcgulaticais arc not altered we believe the following events will oeeur 
Many schools will be forced to eliminate Child Xutrition Progranis. There will be 
further hardships to the nation's economy tiuough unemplovnient and reduced 
consumption of raw resources such as food and equipment. AbsenteeisiiK drononts 
and apatheiic students will negate the l)'me»its of the nmlti-biHion dollar invent' 
mcnt for public and private schools. And finally, and most hnnortant, there will 
continue to be hungry children in Ar^erica's schools. 

The adver.<e effcut of the prop(»sed regulations is compounded !)v the fact thov 
wore ain»ounced only three weeks before school wa< to o|)en, erJating chaos ili 
the Mntes. Ihe anticipated loss to the stales iii the I07I-72 .school vear under the 
J.) cent reimhun-^cnient rate set by the proposed regulations, as compared to 
what the .states would have received under the rates iiLstitutcd bv the Department 
ol Agriculture last March, will run into nMllions of dollai-j<. For example, the <Jtate 
directors have estimated Mi.<sonri will lose S-1,()00,000: California .$l),00(U)bo- 
^ '^^i-i^^^^^^^^ $:j,2;^0,000; Ohio S:,,r,r>.),01)0: Oreg(>n SI,.J7«,I7.^; tS™c' 
^•2J7LM00;Ccorgia$J IOO,000;\Ve.<t\'irginias^ inorida 
l ie stales cannot make up this loss from state or local funds and will have no 
alternative but to reduce planned partieipnti<m .o stav within the limitation of 
iivailable funds, therefore, many needy and eligible' children will go without 
school lunches. 

Certainly, this was not- the intent of Congress when it pas.sed Public Law 
9I-J'18, nor your intent when signing it into law on Mav M, 1070 

In regard to the School Breakfast Pr<»gram, tLo proposed regulations ha\e 
not on y placed n limitation on the e.\|)ansion of this progrmn but have al^o 
precipitated a situation where several states will be forced to cancel the School 
breakfast Program this school year. In the pa<t, the Department of Agriculture 
has set a precedent ni that many states in 1970-11)71 used Beetion '42 fund^ for 
breakfast expaiiMon. Hiese funds were pn»vide<l a bloc grant to be used where 
needed in the individual states for expanding food prognims to eligible needr 
chiiaren. IJowcver, the propo.^ed regiihiticms have made no provisions for coii- 
tinuing the authority to transfer sneh funds fioni Section :V2 to the School 
J5re.*kfast Program. 

In addition to this matter of transfer of Section 32 funds, there is another 
important question wJueh needs to be answered in regard to the RreakfaH 
Program, According to Public Liw 02^:^2 (Secticm 2), the Department of A^ri- 
ciiHure 5;^ authorized to- use .$2o million for the School Breakfast Program, Oiilr 
5ih..) iin.jon however 1ms been all<»eated to the states. A memorandum of 
bepteniber 1 from the Department stated that the remainii.g St).:") million will 
be all</cnted only to those states, "demonstrating the need for the^e funds to 
maintain their program at the April level." The response from several state 
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dirccU>r.-* Iuk< sirnn«;h- indicated that ihorc is n need for ih'is ^0.") inilJiun to he 
allocated innnodialcly. For example, in the Siaie of Keuiucky, ihe Brc:ikfa«^ir 
Program will need to be cancelled :ii the l)eginninin of Ociobcr Mnli':^? more money 
is allocated. In tlie rc:ility iliai eancellntions will occur, we implon,- iliat there be 
a rccousidcralion by the Oeparimcnt of Aj;riculiurc to iraur^fcr r^cction 32 
funds to the Breakfast. Pn)];rai!i and to iuiuiediaudy nllocalo ihe rcmainini|X $0.') 
million of the uiuhorizcd ^J.') rnilliou to those ^^au■s who face a i)(»ssibilitv of 
cancelling their Broakf:u>t Program:? 

We, iliorcforo, request lljat the proposed roguhuions be witlKlra\vn and be 
replaced with rcgulalions thai would provide for a niaNiuium rciud)urscnicnt rate 
of 4S ccnis from Section II: a uiaNimuni reiniburscmenl raic of 12 cent.s from 
Section 4 for free and reduced piice lunches: and j^uarantecd reinil)ursenient from 
Section 4 of 5 cents for generally assisted lunches. \Ve also .^iujigesi that, the regula- 
tions pertaining to the "use of ^^eetion 32 funds allow an innnediate allotment, of 
these funds for free or reduced priced lunches to all siates b:L»ed on need accom- 
panied by transfer authoriiy. In thi< way we could be certain that the funds 
Congres:>' nmdc avuilablc to the Secretary under tln^^ authoriiy woidd be fully 
utilized. 

We further sugi^cst that before any proposed rcgidation-? aro publislied that 
they be submitted to that National Advisory Council, created by Public Law 
91-24S, and the State Directors Seciion of the Amorican i:^chool Food Service 
Associatiou in order that those regulations could bo insiitutod with the greatest 
' degree of cooperation so that any further delays in the impleiuenta;i:)n of the 
ii>**^M of Public Liw 01-248 nuiy be avoided. 
Respectfully, 

Philip A. Hart Marlow \V. Cook 

Cicorgc Mc Govern Charles McC Mat bias, Jr. 
A'ance Ilartke Charles II. Percy 

Alan Cranston Edward W. Brooke 

.M)e Ilibicoff Richard S. Schweiker 

The following Senators aiso signed the letter: 

John MeClellan, Arkansas. Thoin:i:5 Fagleton, Missouri. 

Walter Mondalc, Minnesota. IIarris(»n Williams. Xew Jersey. 

John Tunucy, California. Willinui Spong. Virginia. 

Gale McGce, Wyoming. " Gnylord Nelson, Wisconsin. 

Robert Byrd, West Virginia. Joseph Monioya, New Mexico. 

Qucutin Burdick, Nocth Dakota. Alan Bible, Nevada. 

Howard Cannon, Nevada. Hubert Iluiuphrcy, Minnesota. 

Claiborne Pell, Rhode Island. Fred Harris, Oklahoma. 

Henry Jackson, Washington. Daniel Inouye. Hawaii. 

Frank Church, Idaho. Ernest Ib»llings, South Carolina. 

Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts. Warren >hignusou, Washiuglon. 

Adlai Stevenson, Illinois. Stuart Symington, Missouri. 

Frank Moss, Utah. ClilTord C;ise, Nev/ Jersey. 

Edimmd ^Uiskie, Maine. William Saxbc-, Ohio. 

Bircli Bayh, Indiana. James Pearson, Kansas. 

Lawton Chiles, Florida. Homy Hcl!in«»n, Oklahoma. 

Harold Hughes, Iowa. Mark Hatfield, Oregon. 



STATE.MKNT OF IION'. EdWAUD W. BROOKR, X UMTED St.VTKS SkN.VTOK FuO.M TIIK 

Statk ok Massaciiusktt.s 

Mr. Chainnan; Tho action of the Department of Agriculture in rcganl t/) yhc 
implementatiou of the school lunch program is a matter of deep and continuing 
concern to mc. 

L:ist year the Congress passed a bill strongthouiug and extending the school 
hmch program to every needy child. Public Law 1)1-248 wjis de.Nigntd to :i.'vsure 
that no child would bear tho unfair burden of trying to learn on an empty or half 
empty stomach. Along with atlirming the coininitinent to support state elTortvS in 
feeding those in need, the Congress api)r()priated funds to implement tho plan. 
Unfortunatclv it is becoming apparent that the appropriation, and the commit- 
ment which the Congress has pledged, is not enough t<» convince the Department 
of Agriculture that it has an obligation to carry out the mandate of Congress and 
the American public. 
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It is all tooclfrar that tht-siatoand local alit Ik 




woulfl occupy most of li e school year, further redueiiTg the dfectivenes^; of the 
feeding program, and greatly hindering ihc advanced groundwork for the following 

Y(m Iia\T received leslinioiiy and eonnnents from the Massachusetts i^iireau of 
rsn.nlion iuhiealion and .^eiiool Pood Servico'. I am sure that vou will hear more 
from wiom and from nnmerons groups in the slate which have thoroughlv smdied 
the mailer am strenuously protest the regulations whieh have l)een propo^-d 

1 am grateful that hearings have been held on this issue. I am grateful that over 
30 ^enators have eo-signed a letter to the President urging that he personallv 
step in and order full unplcmentation of Publie Law 01-24S. I was one of the 
co-siguei-s of tins urgent request that the regulations be changed so tluit we eau 
implement; a niaxnmnn reimbursement rate of iS eents from .Section U, 12 eents 
from bection 4 for free and redueed-price lunches, and o eents for eenerallv 
a,^<is ed lunehes, and that Section :i2 funds i)e released inunediatel v for all states 
which are presently unable to fund free or reduced-price hmelics.' These recom- 
inendations would fully implement the law which Congress passed and whieh the 
1 resident .signed. Ihey should be put into effect inimediaiel.v. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 16, 1071] 

Ni.xon's Dikt fou PbTii.s— Agkncy Skkks Cuiin on School-Lunch Funds- 
Stiff Quiz Is Likki-y ijy Sknatk P.nnul Today ' 

(By Burt Schorr) 

T^^^'/^'^o'"^^""^^*'^ Ni\on administration k planning to pull the drawstring on 
Uncle bam s school-hmch moneybag far tighter than local program administrators 
ever e.x'peeted. 

.\s a result, hundreds of thousands of low-income .voungsters who are enjoving 
their ln:st nutritious midday school meals at little or no cost may soon do without 
again. 

The financial curb is contained in a .<et of bewilderinglv comple.v new luneh- 
fuiuling regulations that the Agriculture Department profmsed just three weeks 
before elassa< resumed this month. The state school food .service directors, unit of 
l ie Ainericau Lood Service Association charges that the regulations "are brhiging 
the .sehool-Iunch programs to a .screeching luilt . . . and |)reclude miv e>:i)aiision 
to reach the additional estimated three million to live million hungry children in 
America." 

That may be overstating the case somewhat, l)ut it's true that the Kixon 
administration doesn't want to speud as much inonev for lunches the state 
directors and their congre<sional allies, mainly libeial Democrats, l)elieve is needed 

htate and Icjcal ollieials are esi)ecially |)eeved because until now Washington's 
school-lunch rhetoric didn't give any hint that federal inonev to feed poor kids 
wonldn t he ready when needed. President Nixcui, signing libenilizing amendmeufs 
to the school-lunch statutes back in May 1970, said the legislation '"will assure 
that every child from a family wiiose income falls below the povertv Hue will "et a 
free or reduced-price lunch." 

But now the Agriculture i)ej)artnient proposes, in effect, tQ cut the estimated 
federal contribution to each .such lunch to about 37 cents from the -12 cents being 
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contributed la>t spring-out of a typical cash cost of o3 cents. f ^c^\v^^;^ 
proposed rcguhuions would prevent expansion of the free and low-cost meals to 
Inore than The seven million children currently boing served even if Congie:>^ 
should ai)l)roi)riale money to pay for the lunches. (Eighteen million other young- 
ster.*; -let lunches at higher prices.) , ,1 , fl.^v 

Agriculture Department ollieials face a tough confrontation today x hen thov 
are due to appear before the Senate Agriculture Connniltee, which has direct 
legislative responsibility for the lunch prograni, to explam their position. 

Initiallv ihcrc hadirt been any reaction on Cal>ito Hill, apparently because it 
took several weeks for local school ollicials to decipher the ical meaning of the 
proposed i egulations. "But now tlicy're really screaimug, and a number of benaloi ^ 
are concerned/' savs an Agriculture Comniittec staffer , i- , 

resterdav, 'Michigan Sen. Philip A. Hart a liberal Denioerat and l;^cn u^k> 
Sen. Marlow Cook, a middle-of-the-road Republican, said they had found 42 
other signers for a letter to Mr. Nixon warning that the reduced funding rate uil 
leave -Mumgry children in America's schools" and produce "absenteeism, dropouts 
and apathetic students." _ ,.io..v'oH 

Certainlv, Agriculture Committee Chairman Herman ialmadgc i^n t pleaded 
bv the proposed regulations. Earlier this month the Georgia Democrat wrote 
Mr Nixon that thS rules already have "precipitated a liseal crisis m school 
districts" of his home stale. Waiting to hold some hearings of his own is Kep. 
Cari Perkhis, i:)emoeratic chairman of the House Education and Labor Com- 
mittee, wiiieh keeps watch on tlie school lunch program from the other side of 
the Capitol. Mr. Perkins^ home state of Kentucky seems to have school lunch 
woes even woise than tho-^e Georgia schools face. 



AN SSO .\niXION JU.MP^ 



Agriculture ofiieials, for their part, argue that the $r)l.').2 million appropriated 
for \Vashingtoirs direct cash contribution to school lunches in the lineal >ear 
ending June 30, an $80 million jump from last year s spending, is, after ^d 1, wlna 
Con^icss voted. (Overall, the federal sliare comes to approximately $1.1 I iH on, 
hic udh^g special milk funds and donated federal eoimnodities. it's expected to 
help feed some 2.5 million youngsters this year, including around seven nnllion 
from needv families. But it won^t help roughly seven nullion other >omig>ter^ 
attending the more than 20,000 schools still without any lunch program, many of 
them serving low-income populations.) , . -i * ^ 

Under the National School Lunch Act bnele Sam is ob hged to contribucc a 
minimum of five eent5 toward every school lunch— even those for children not 
dSd as needv-and 30 cents toward those olfered free or at a reduced price. 
In practice, though, the contributions have been eonsidepbly greater. 

The food service administrators, through a survey just completed by their 
Denver-btised organization respond that the ^M)propriate( funds ac^^^^^ 
<;oine S170 million shv of what low-income students will need by the time the hist 
lunch bell tolls next spring. Moreover, the administrators argue, the proposed 
regulations are written in a wav that prevents schools from spending any supple- 
mental funds Congress might choose to appropriate. , , ■ *i ; 

Ironic^ many of the states that strived hardest to expand feeding in their 
schools at the Agriculture Department's urging now are reaping ^igg^^^^^^ 
licadaehes. Illinois, for example, foresees a statewide lunch deficit of bptANccn 
.si; million and $18 million in the 1971-72 school year, largely because ei les lU 
East St. Louis mid Chicago have been expanding their lunch programs into older 
sclK)ols by means of newly installed kitchens, cold meals delivered from a central 
kitclicn and other teelmiques. "We have the pover y P^^^^J^f, "f^;,^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ 
larger cities and that^s where the hungry kids arc," says Edward F, Oaid/ik, 
din'ctor of Chieafio's school-lunch operations. , , . , , , i 

Sh d lar eVp m^^^ is causing California oificials to reckon their fund shoHagc 
at Sniiimm New Jersev, the estimate is $8 million; for Florida, $0.9 million, 

Th^nSftol^^^^^^^^ an even grimmer human deficit i;he mne schoo, 
districts serving the Phoenix metropolitan area face u 

onlv $150,000. But this may l)e largo enough to cut off many of the 40,000 > oui g^ 
stcK now getting free and reduced-price lunches (or roughly a fourth of total 
lunch iw^^ estimates Norman Mitchell, food service director 

for Phoenix's Isaac School District No. o- 

In Detroit, public schools lunch chief Howard W. Briggs reckons U^^]t J sub- 
stantial number ol the 45,000 kids of the free mid reduced-pricc-list m hiJ, distnct— 



be cr fljaii half the total young?toiv getting lunches this vonr— are threatened 
with loss of their prepared midday meal. Mr. Briggs worries that tiiis will 'Svoisen 
eonnnunieation*; with poor i)arents, many of tiicm black, who only latelv have 
been persuaded to enroll their ehildren in the i)rogram. 

Por Nebraska's sehool food services administrator, Allen A. l^Iliott, the Xixon 
admmisiration s proposed rulas revision landed like a ''real bombshell on us " 
Inor to the announcement, his state was betting on the addition of 45 to "io 
schools to the uneh programs, but now local sehool boards indicate the inciease 
will total only "10 or less," he says. 
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ihores nothmg to prevent states and localities from inerensins their own 
school-lunch funding in lieu of federal aid, but school otfieials almost to a man 
fleclare that alternative out of the question on sueh short notice. One pnrtieularlv 
harcl'hit state, Ivcntneky, has a eonnnon problem: Its legislature won't convene 
until Januarv, and then to begin work on the budget for the two vears startin- 
next .July I. iMirthermore, state governments and local .school boards never have 
tiuick to srab the school-lunch cheek; last year their share of the 
Qp"^ midday sehool feeding came to onlv 21%, against the 

36% picked up by Uncle Sam and the 43% paid bv vonngstcrs themselves. 

liie new rules do grant states the riglit to tip fecleVal aid toward the neediest 
d.s net>- within their border?:, but the prospect of breaking sueh news to bcttci-otf 
ciistricts, whose funding share would decline in proportion, fiishtcns administra- 
tors. 1 hey re asking state directors to be Hobin Hoods, but the directors don't 
have a forest to hide in," says Detroit's Mr. Briggs. 

The mulerlyiiig issue, of course, is just how big— and rirni—Unclc Sam's fipan- 
eial rcs|)onsibility to needy studont.s really is. "There's no place in the law tliat 
says the federal government shall foot the entire bill" for feeding necdv voun<'- 
sters, says Assistant Agriculture Secretary Richard L^Mlg. But his readiii£r"of the 
law and tjie intent of Congress doas seem oi)en to question. Section 11 of the 
National School Lunch Act, though it sets a minimum of 30 cents a lunch, nlainlv 
authorizes such .sums as may be neeessar>- to assure access to the school-luncii 
program . . . by children of low-income families." 

And an interpretation of congressional funding intent was provided bv Repub- 
lican ben Robert Dole of Kansas during the Senate debate on the 1070 amend- 
ments wnen ben. Hart sought unsuccessfully to amend Section 11 bv addin<^ 
specihe authorization figures for the 1071-73 fiscal vears. Arguing against the 
wisdom of the lart proposal. Sen, Dole, who often reflects Nixon administration 
tnmking and \vho has smce become Republican national chairman, Jisscrtcd: '^As 
1 recall the dclibcrati(>n of the (Agriculture) Committee vhen we had the hearings, 
and followMj- the hearings, after consultation with the ISxceutive Branch, wc 
elt we should leave it (the money authorization) open-ended so that there could 
be provided whatever might be necessary. . . ." 

The Chauimax. The Senator from North Carolina. 

Senator JouDAX. Mr. Chairman, before you begin with the witnesses, 
may I have a statement from the snperintenden t of public instruction, 

?iM of iNorth Carolmn, inserted in the record at this point? 

ihe Chairman. The Senator is recognized, and without objection 
It will be mserted in the record— and any other statement— at this 
pomt. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

Statb of North Cauolinta, 

SUPKKINTKNDKNT OF PUHMO I.VSTUUCTION, 

lo: The Honorable B. Everett Jordan 
From: Dr. A. Cmig Phillips 

Subject: Tclccrain Concerning Amendments to the Regulations Covering the 
National School Lunch Program b ^ 

A ^ of}}^! information, I am transmitting to vou herewith a conv of mv 
August 26th telegram to Herbert D. Rorcx, Director, Child Nutrition i3ivision, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. ' 



13 



TKLKGUAM 

"The school adininisiriitors in N.C are very mueh 'I'^'Xl" 
nients t<, the reKulnti.ms eoneerning the National Sehool /''/J^' " A'"?;'- 

D ODOsed aineiuhnents would reduee reimbursenieiit for free luncho, u 
roK in FY 1971 to 30,i during VY 

would be redueed from G mid 12 eents for FY 10/ to oi- m F\ 9 2 

«lol.<.nl 'idnnnistrator.-! in N.C. fee that any alloeation lo.'^s than thi.> ^tato .■> 
neeS a" isUinee^^^^^^^^^^^ oVeent. would prohibit '"'^.f 1^^^^^^^^^ 

of the National School Lunch Act. n order ff^^'f, ' .tT.'; ,^ 

"A" lunch to all needy children, a nnr nnuni of 40>; from the ec al 
funds will be required. The average cost per lunch biused ,1' \,/.-V ' 
h-is shown that funding lower than the abo^■e rate wdl ho iiurcalisue ni ^ .U » 
attemir^^^^^ i'nple.nont the provisions set forth in the State Plun of Openil.on and 

"'Vhe'^th "da^^^^ the regulations governing the National 

Sehool I'uneh Prograni is unrealistic because sununer act.vil.es were planned 
his sunuiie^tiud the activities have been I'f t^ll^^'J-eS^^ 
n.ou'ts with the State. The.se agreeuieuts ^yc•.■o biised opoii F!i f i/, level 
nient rates since the eo.itinuing resolution is base, on 1 \ ^^m- od^ 

N C. school administrators are also eonecrned about the costs of foo aiu 
labor which have risen while p. ices which may bo charged for lunehe.s at th.^ 
lime have been frozen. „ 

Your attention to these eoiieenis will be «l^!rccmt«d^^ ^ ^^^ ^^^ p^__^ , 

Senator Humpuuby. Mr. Cli.iirinrtn, I nicrclv wnnt to report that I 
liavc had coiniminicadons from the su perm ten dent ol schools in Mui- 
ncapolis, Minn., and they hayc had to make a drastic reduction of 
ahoiit appro.xiniatcly $778,695 in the school prograni. 

I also have received connminicatioiis from St. Loins county schools 
and the superintendent of schools in Duh.tli, where tliere wdl be a 
drastic rediiction and even an elimination of the school lunch pioguim 

"'lluUhys hiring is not only timely; it is absohitely essential to our 
school lunch program. Our school huich prograni is in shnnibles in the 
State of MinnesSta, I just came back last night, Mr. C lairmnn, and 
I was out and met with some of our school oflicials. They are up m 

nrms. aiid rightly so. So am I. ^ 1 1- 

I have connni.nicatccl my distresses, may I say, to (he ni oper public 
officials without, as yet, as mu.di as the courtesy of a I'cp'y- , 
Senator Joudax. Mr. Chairman, may I make one further comments 
The CI^A1UMA^^ The Senator from Noilh Carolina. . 
Senator Joudax. I was in a good part of North Carolina n the la.t 
week and the week before, and I ran into this prob em about tln>, pi o- 
graiii most of the places I went. It is a serious probleni, and I ""ye 
much concerned about it, myself, and I am delighted JP" 
hearing, because I think somethmg must be done iinmediately on (hib. 
The OiiAiu-MAN. .ire there any other comments^ at. n P 

If there are no further comments, the hrst witness wdl be Mi. 15. i - 
Taylor, the superintendent of schools, San Diego, lex. 
Mr. Taylor, are you liere? 

Mr. Taylok. Yes. , , .ii 

The Chaiuman. Come around and have a seat and proceed, will 

you? 
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STATEMENT OF BRYAN P. TAYLOE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 
SAN DIEGO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, SAN DIEGO, TEX. 

Mr. Tayi,oh. Thiink you, Mv. CImiimiin. 

Mr. CIminuau and iiienibci-s of tlio coinniitloe 
1,ulnn,.n^'l'"°< 'I J "i"Vv^'; ^ superintendent of San Dic-o 

tencK .Tsn' TV ' -^'f ""^ •'^'^»o. Tex. I Jiavc been superin- 

tendent m San Dicgo for sonie 13 year.s. For tho^^e who nii-l t not 
know, San Diego is located in deep southwest Te.xas. Our'sehoo 
distrid consists of some 400 square 'miles; 1,700 student, of wl ich 
some 99 pereent are of Latin-Aniericau descenl. ' 

V\e are a poor sehool district, from the standpoint of taxable 

ri'h" ;^-^"'"^ n °^ students colnc from » 

th t ha\ 0 meomes of less than the poverty guidelines and eonseouentiv 
will qualify under the guidelines set forth bv the U.S. DepaTtme if 
Agncu ture. These students, of cou.-se, quaiifv for free nleals 

Pf tieinated in this program knowing full well that it i.s a -ood one 
WJien It was possible to serve breakfast under this program" we wci« 

of"cTrf ceJ-/;i'Vn?f™' I" ^'^''"■\"«Si'>st a br'eakta.t collsis i g 
oL' ^ f ' \°f^' " l>'-c"lvfn.st consisting of bacon 

eggs, hot cereal, homemade broad, fruit juice, and milk ' 
d.uT, in months, we have been servin- three hot meals a 

day to all our needv children in the .school distrfct. I think that we 
are probably the only school district in the Nation do n" this Part 
of the money for the third meal comes from the Vai irilit which is 
administered by the U.S. Department of Agricullurc 

;n flir?'^'"''' ■ ?"r ^'''"o IiKlei)endent School District is unique 

m tha we sincerely believe that hunjjry chihlren should be fe I S 
that the proper meeting jjhice for the hun<n-v children and <rnn 
wholesome food is the m^l .school cafeteria. We ha v lo "??o" 
to anyone under any circumstances. 

l^or many yeai^ 1 have been a supporter of tlie national school 
h.nch program All school people strongly believe that food irici tainlv 
am nnportant factor in a child's abilfty to learn. No o e vv^l e . 
that a hungry child cannot he tanglit. Only a child that rpcpivpi 
p len y of food and nourishment can ife educated to liis „ I ler u iTost^ 
hivn • f"'-°S"'»gf V'te«»c»f' to show the committee what we 

students. Our services reach much further than just food The food 
program is an important part of our educational systen B is no 
enough to try to feed and educate tlie needy chil ; we ^i" st ll I the 
imif Ihf U S "d'^'"T'" h ni. Support in llie past has been com g 
lion the U.S. De|)artment of Agriculture and title I allotments 

Il l uJT f ^^^-'^^^ ""S^f I allotments to s ifc 

sidi/e the feeding i)rogram m our school district. Tiicse funds wore 
never enough, but some schools for some reason did no i Jcocr ,?;' 
that they had the obligation of feeding the needy students 

Uur school district ami many more public schools will lose more 
nTl ')'f ^.''T giving food' services this vear. The U S 
Dcpartnicnt of Agriculture niandatod all public schools to feed Inin- x 
ch K ren. Ihis I co.npletely agree with. I do not think anvone is tl c 
right to deny a ehild food. But to tell a school (listrict thi vn tl en not 
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to be performed, cspccia Ij f '^'^'v ' ^ t .?i il.n TI S Depiirtmenfc of 

T,io<y„- iS dc^^ Di^f-t. have been ^ 

gSSo;fs'40.000 aycart.o^ 

"^Sur dropout, problcn. is .bnost 'j'' ^\\,°:(-;^;" ^iSS 

local lovel in our public schools today. . „ro<rr'uu todav 

Wo have more schools l''>'-t'<-M\"^'"?/" ''rA J?^^^^^^^^^^^ 
than xvo have had before. But unless the I'odeial Go^c^unenl 
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slrong ami finnncial support (o (his prosrnini, (he local school disd-iH 
cannot anord to continue vvi(h wha( Inis been ridit for 25 Awruul 
T should (,l„„k thu(, the K.d(.ral Govornuicnt should be pleased u 
honored to p,ir(.c.pa(e fully in (his kind of a program ' 
,.ni ^v'l'l<' '-'Ke ofreinil)ursomen( vcovo 

'"""'^'^^ °f last scllool 

^fr. 'J'ayi,or ii(^'l." end of (he hist school rear, we <rot ^onie 
bonuses. AVe got 40 cents for lunches and 13 or 14 o. the o(l e.- o 
.eally wo got sonie bonuses. Prior (o (,ha(,, it was 30 and 5 ce (. and 
HI he last 3 months we got 41, I (,hink, and 14. ' 
Ihc CiiAiUM.vx. Yon mean 41 plus 14? 

Air. Iayi,ou. Yes. sir. 

The OiiAiioiAN-. ^■iaki^ga (o(al of 55? 
n.o'Ifhs oVtl^TycJ?""'"'""'" " -'^'^sMood for the lust 2 or.3 

The CirAiioiAX. What ra(c of reimbursement did vou exnect for 
your free hnu^hes when this school vear l)e<'an' ' 

1 ('^l«'e(e(l two things. I know with our broad 
program that we are uo( going (o <io( reimbursed (he full cos( a i ( 1 F 

if oMO nE/(° '""^'''^ rein,bu..on>;n('of;u-o u 

percent on (he average. 

.1 he CifAiUMAx. You mean"^ "cents" not "percent'" 
Mr. J AYLOu. Yes, sii-. 

The CiiAiUMAX. What ra(e of reimbursement will your schools re- 
ceive under these new ro<iula(,ions? ' 't- 
M'!'"" ''^'^^■"^O"- 'rhir(.y-/ivecen(s. 

M'l'" n^^'^''^^- ^'ose to S()0,000. 

l.he Cmaiumax. In otiier words, vou will not have (hat nionev so 
von wd have (o cur(ail and restrict the program? • 
■ „"■■ /AYLOR. No, sn-; no, sir. Let me, for the record, sav (hat we 

School disSc(,;' "-"3'. somehow, in (ho 

A r"' S""^'"'^''^^' ^^""^ 3'°" ni'i-nnge it? 

Mr. J AYI.OU. Well, we will just rob from Peter to pay Paul. 

1 he Ciiaiu.max. Jn what way? ^ 

Zr^'''°"- -^V""'" V''':'"" ''"<'S°^ of ^'le school dis(,rict. 
Tl n P,,°.f„'° '^T»'^' meal program that we will do (hat. 
-ine L/iiAmMA.N. i ou mean by that that you will restrict (he 

Mr. TAYI.OU. No, sir. We Avill restrict the amount of nionev we 
ere ,n"l'°'? '''''''' restrict the l u nW 

some TiC^t 'T"'-^ ""'a".^^'" °f '^"^'^^••^ transportation bu 
some of the academic areas. You see, ^^^tllout the chil Ireu bein*^ in 

Th Sa^^v' Tf'^ ''"^ keeps them t& 

iiic L/HAiRMAN. ihank you veiT much. 

Senator Young? 

Senator Young. Yes, just a couple of questions. 
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Are you actually receivins: less money for your school lunch and 
school breakfast programs tins fiscal year than you (lid in the previous 

fiscal year? . • xr . . i \ ^ 

Mr. Taylou. At this particular time, no, sir. Not today. \Vc have 

gotten 35, and we are receiving the same. 
Senator Young. You are receiving the same amount? 
Mr. Tayi.ok. Yes, sir. ^ ^ , . , 

Senator Young. Under the new law, you feel you should receive 

more? , . ^ , 

Mr. Taylok. No, sir; we would liot receive any more. I^asl year 
we received some bonuses at the last 3 months of the year, and the 
national school lunch program director in Texm,, Mr. ilicks, to d me 
that will not be paid this year, and we will be out of breakiast- 
reimbursement money in March. , ,m i • 

Senator Young. The Congress has been getting more liberal in its 
appropriations for the school lunch and breakfast programs. If the 
funds are not sufficient to take care of the needs, I am sure Congress 
could be persuaded to appropriate more money. , . , . , , 

Mr Taylok. Well, Ave certainly need it. boinc of the big school 
districts—and I was talking to a large school district in our State just 
day before vcsterday, and they arc looking at a deficit m tins nrograni 
of 8200,000^ for this vear by feeding 20,000 children just lunch. 

Senator Young. There is a diilcrence between States. My own 
State does not .seem to have much of a problem— or, at. least 1 have 
had very little in terms of complaints. At least part of this is because 
we have always had a good program. Maybe there are some areas 
where they have not had much of a program. I can see where they 

require a lot more money. , » , . i si • i ii 

Mr T\ylou. I agree. Tlii.s expanded tins program, and tins .should 

have been done many years, and the program should have been 

expanded. 

Senator Y'ouNG. I agree \nth you. 

The CiiAiUMAN. Senator Jordan? i i i i 

Senator Joiu)an. Did you say you run your breakfast, lunch, and 
dinner for 12 months in the year? 
^h*. Tayi.ou. Y'es, sir. . , ,i .,.9 

Senator Jordan. Do your children go to school 12 months a yefti/ 
Mr Tayi.ou. No, sii', they go 10 months, and in the sumnicrtinie 
wc have a full-Hedged recreation program with remedial work 111 the 
summertime, and we open the gyins and the swiimnir.g poo s and the 
little leagues at the particular school districts, and the teachers worR 
for 12 months a year. And wc kind of keep them there on the campus. 
We thhik there IS the place for the students, on the school campus, 
for as nianv da^'s as wc can keep them. , , , , ,0 
Senator 'Jordan. How far apart are your schools located/ 
Mr. Taylou. They are all in one town. The district is 400 square 

miles. , . ... ,0 

Senator Jordan. The schools are all m one town/ 
Mr. Taylor. Y'es, sir. , , 1., .1 ^ 1 

Senator Jordan. I thou2;ht you probably had the schools sea tteied 

pretty well around over the district, but you have them all in one 

place there? 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Jordan. You are operating a very ambitious progrant 
there. If [ nni not mistaken, not many schools run a 12-month program. 

Mr. Taylor. Well, not ver.y many run their cafeterias 12 months. 
Ihere are 12-month schools, X think, in the countr3^ Academically. 
1 think they are broken (lo\n\ to three and four semesters, hut 1 do 
not think many open their schools 12 a voar. And, of course, we do 
this in the school year, and when school is out at 3:30, evervlhin^ 
else opens up at night, ^ 

Senator Jordan. This is the grade school and the hij^h school? 

Mr. Taylor. Evervthing from the kindergarten to the 12th grade. 

Senator Jordan. You have a very fine program down there!" You 
certamly need help, it you continue that program as it is. 

Ho^v much additional money do you think will be required over 
what you got last year— and, now, per lunch, 1 am talking about? 

Mr. lAYLOR. Per lunch? Then, it would take the (lifrerence^botween 
35 cents and 49 cents. 

Senator Jordan. That is quite a gap. 

Mr. T.iYLOR. Yes, sir. Now, it was not as bad last vear. because 
we could subsidize the program, if we wanted to from the title [ fund. 

Now, there is a limit. They do not want to bend the foedins bit. 
I do not know that there ever should have been, but when they told 
us we could use that money for first things first, well, we flunn)ed in 
feed and health. 

The CuAiR.MAN. Senator Curtis? 

Senator Curtis. How much money did you receive from the Federal 
Government for school lunches, the total dollar^ for the school vear 
that bejran in the fall of 19G9? 

Mr Taylor. Senator, I cannot answer that question exactly. 

1 would suggest that it is somewhere in the neighborhood of $40,000. 
Senator Curtis. And how much did you receive from the Federal 

Government for the school year which began in the fall of 1970? 
Mr. Taylor. I would guess about the same amount. 

Senator Curtis. And how much do you anticipate you will ^^et for 
the .school year beginning this fall, 1971? 

Mr. Taylor. About the same amount. 

Senator Curtis. It will not be reduced? 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir; I do not think it will be reduced, except for the- 

2 months' reimbursement on the breakfjist program. 

Senator Curtis. If the total dollars are not reduced, explain for the 
record a little bit more what the problem is. 

Mr. Taylor. All right. The problem is this: Most school districts— 
when the U.S. Denartment of Agriculture mandated to the schools to 
feed all needy children, most school districts were not doing so; so 
they told them they had to. That particular point, I am one of the few 
people that did not have to add a student; I was already doinj? so. 
But the number that will be added in most school districts whendiev 
are sernng tlie food that cost them 49, 50, 55 cents and only receive 
35 cents— You see, mine goes back to a deficit 10 years ago when the 
title I and the Elementary and Secondary Act went into effect I did 
not have to add numbers when the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
mandated to us ^o feed them. We just were already doing so. But when 
other school districts that were not participating in this program were- 
mandated to do so, at that particular time they started losing from 
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to 15 cents a meal at a reimbursement rate of 35, and Miis is the 
problem. 

Senator Curtis. WqW, have you had a marked increase in enrollment 
in the last 3 years? 

Mr. Tavlou. No, sir. I have about 150 a year, hut I was fceduig all 
of these kids in the beginning. 

Senator Cuims. Yes. 

Mr. Taylou. ^Yhere the other school districts and most schools 
were not. 

Senator Cuirns. Now, what has happened in the other school dis- 
tricts that afl'ects yours? 

1 am not arguing with you; I just want to get it clear in my mind. 

Mr. I'AVbOU. My cost on my food has gone up from 44 to 49 for this 
coming year, and, consequently, I had to cut out a bunch of money 
from title I that I was puttin<j in the program. So, I will lose about 
$20,000 more this year tnan I lost last year. 

Senator Curtis. By reason of the increase of your cost5? 

Mr. 'JVvbOu. Kight, and by reason of not being able to reind)urso 
my school cafeteria with title I money out of the Elementary and 
Secondary Act. 

Senator Cuirns. Well, now, relatinj; to the Department of AgiMcul- 
ture, the $40,000 does come through the Department? 

Mr. Taylou. Yes, it comes from the Department of Agi'iculture. 

Senator Curtis. You sav that the order to feed all of the children 
did not affect your school, because you were already doing it? 

Mr. 'j\vyi.oii. Yes, sir. 

Senator Curtis. And they anticipated sending you the same dollars 
thev have in the last 2 or 3 vears? 

Mr. '.rAYLOii. With the exception of bonuses the last 3 months of 
the year which I got this past year, and the reimbui-semont for the 
breakfast i)rogram the last 2 months. 

Senator Cuims. So, you did get more in dollars the last 2 years? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir; we will get more in dollars the last 2 yaiws. 

Senator Curtis. You have not gotten it^^et? 

Mr. Tavlok. No, sir; we have not gotten it all yet. 

Senator Curtis. Who pars for the third meal? 

Mr. TAVLon. The Vanic Act, the act that was attached to the U.b. 
Department of Agriculture national lunch program whereb^^ if you 
run a recreational i)rogram where all of the children can react and 
play after school, then they wiW reimburse you up to 30 cents for the 
cost of the food. 

Senator Curtis. What is vour total enrounient? 

Mr. Taylor. 1,700. 

Senator Curtis. And how many of them are certified as in poverty 
or in need? 
Mr. Taylor. Close to a thousand. 
Senator Curtis. What do the others pay? 

^^r. Taylou. 40 cents. You see, I am losing 9 cents on then' meals 
from the beginning. 
Senator Curtis. Who fixes that price? 

Mr. Taylor. We do. . , , . .i 

Senator Curtis. Then, nobody in Washington is to blaine for that? 
Mr. Taylor. No, sir. No, sir. I did not say that anybody was to 
blame. The local school district can fix that, but so many kids, m 
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my particular school dislrict, just fall over (he lop of (he guideline 
and do not qualify, that at 40 cents, it is reallv (oo nn»ch. But wc 
chaiire ihcni 40, and really the meal, (o break us even, should cost 
49 ce»»(s. 

Senator Cuutls. The freeze did not affect you? 

^h^ 'J\vYLou. Well, we could not have gone uj) on (he price of meals, 
but we were not goinir (o, anyway 

Senator CuuTis. \Vc have'one school dis(riot (hat go( frozen at a 
cost of 20 cen(s. 

Mr. Taylou. Yes, (hat is very i)ossihle. We had some in Texas (hat 
had planned (o go up and did not and were caugh(— sure were. 
Sena(or Guuris. That is all. 
The CiiAiUMAX. Senator Allen. 

Sena(or Ataex. Mr. Taylor, whatefTeet do you (hink (he eon(inua- 
(ion of the Department's ])resent policies wi(h regard (o (he lunch 
program will have on the program (here in your .sys(eiu? 

Mr. Taylok, r (hink one of two (hings. Senator. I think ei(her (he 
prograni will he dropped in .son»e school (listric(s or (hev will no( pur- 
ticil)aie in the na(i(a»al inn J» progran» or they will ])articipa(e in (lie 
national lunch program and will not fulfill their ol)liga(ion to feed all 
of the needy children. 

Senator Alle.v. Yes. Well, now, you are feeding all of (he needy 
children there in your S3'stem? 

Mr. Taylou. l^'es, sir. 

Senator Au.e.v. And you were dohig (hat prior (o (he manda(e? 
Mr. Taylou. Yes, sir. 

Senator Alle.v. Now, what would you recommend then that the 
Department do to set tho. system in proper order? 

^^r. Taylou. Well, of course, 1 would think that just basically 
(hat there would luive (o be a reimbui'sement ra(e at least as much 
as the cost of the meal to the school district and I think that that could 
be reached on an overall average in the given Sta(e. 1 do not think 
that anybody would get upset in (he country—or (he schools would 
g'-(. upset if New York got reimbursed at GO cents for (he cost of (he 
meals and Texas got a rate of 32, for instance. 

Sena(or Alle.w Jn other words, reimbur.se them on the basis of (he 
actual cos(s? 

Mr. Taylou. OC the meal ; yes, sir. I do not think* that anybody, any 
.school cafe(erKi in (he Nation, is in the moneymaking business, but 
I do (hink that (hey are in the foodn>nkhig business and they ought 
to feed (}>o children. 

Senator Allen'. What do you (hink of the school lunch program? 
Does It aid you in the educational process of the children? 

Mr. Taylou. The school lunch program is a great program. I 
believe in it wholeheartedly. T think without it we would educate a 
good many fewer of the children and keep man.y, many less in (he 
school. J think the school lunch program, personally— and when they 
added the breakfast program they took a stiidc in a real direction 
that It should have been going in.'ln fact, I personally think that the 
breakfast program is a much more important meal to children in 
school than a lunch program. 

Senator Alle.\'. Well, now, what is your relationshij) between the 
two programs and the number who participate in each program? 

Mr. Taylor. My numbers would not fluctuate much. 
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Senator Allen. They have thc.hrcnkfnst mnl the hinch both? 
Mr. Taylou. And the dinner nl nighl. 
Senator Allex. Yes. those that stay thntlonj;/ 
Mr. Taylor. Ye.s, sir. 

Ifr^Tl^^ifwV^^^^ keep about Uvo-lhinls of tl;e"J thai, lon^ 
Sonuto/ALLKN-. Well, yon rooo.nmcnd, 1 hen, that the Dcpn. l.ncnt 
reiml)iir?o the svslo.ins for the nctunl cost o the meals.' . 

Mr TAYhOH." Yes, sir, and not necessarily on an nuUvKhial school 

^^'Scnalor Au-KN. Yes. Inn(lei^(aii(l. ;= wh-it I 

Mr. Tavlois. Bnt a Stale average basis; yes, sir. Jli.it is wu.ii i 

would rccoinineiid. 
Senator Allen. 'Phank yon very niiicli. 
The CiiAiHMAN". Senator Bollnion. . 
.S(MiatorBi:LLMON-.TIiimlc yon, Mr. Chairman. 
Mi^lXvlor, yon have said yon liavc 1,700 stiidciit..-aboiil.' 

sinato^^'iKLlS'tml that a thousand of tliciii unalified for (he 

free hinch? ^ 

Mr Taylou Yes. sir: a thoiisniul or so. 

S la o^S lmon Can yon pve ns bricny hovv vou separate these 
stvnlS How do yon decide which ones get. free hmches and which 

ones pay? . 

Mr. Tavlou. By their incomes. 

Soiintor Bkluion. Income of the fiiniily.' , , 

Mi Tu-um sir. Wc do not separate them. I mean nobody 
knows wi o -its n fric hnicli at our school district and who does not 
V mTsec We'^:^ en I a lot of time to keep iis from doms? this, and w i n 
wc l ave to fi I out the qiie^liounaire th.it was '"n'o^^ccUipoii ns to 
niHi R these people, ontkle of just our own qiicstioniiairc, this put 
J lotof <Sncili(y in keeping these needy from being pomte<l out by 

"''Semitor Bellmon. How much of a job is it to decide which of the 

^•\t'lS^oi;:'NoSS of a job in my particiilar ease. Wc have 
nronid 100 f° cii Itv menibei-s and 75 percent, o them were born .hk 
niise there. They know their mothers and he grandiiiotlici.-^ an 
Ef fatlieii and iheir fathers before tlieni. It is really not much of a 

^"senator Bkllmo.n". Tt is the faculty that »lccides? 

Mr Tayloh. No. sir, t goes through my oflice. But 1 llioug t you 

The final ccision on tliciii, but lots of limes 1 have o verify nic-oii e 
ftiul i San do so without going to the eiin)loyers where many otiiei 

^'I'etfoJ BeSmox. This question is not nece.'^sanly pertinent to the 
nnrnoJerof the hearing, bit I am Mirioiis to know how yon jyoiild 
FeTorvvdietlier rS^^ would recommend all students be eligible 

^°Mr'TAYLol Yes, sir. I ^vould not charge a student a dime for a 
meal I thhik inru is'as important as English, and l»f "'r- «'.»V"nio; 
I Sink thcv can sit down mul eat wiUi each other and talk thing, o^ cr 
in the cafeteria and stay out of the automobiles at noon. 
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Senator Bkluiox. You would furnish a free huidi if (he s(udci4's 
parents were unlh^nanes? 

Mr. T.vYi.oH. Yes, sir. I wouhl (hink that it is important (hat (hov 
eat at- (he oafoteria. Just because a child conies from a faniilv Miat is 
a nulhonaa-e does not prove (hat he has the proper food ; does it? 

Senator Bicrj.Mox. I am a.sking you. Then, what von wonhl like to 
see IS a free lunch j)rogram for nil studcii(.s? 

Afr. Taykok. ^ es, sir; sure would as a part, of (be total school uro- 
gram, * 

Senator? ^<)x. How abLUt (be breakfast? 

Mr. Tav' fcSf sir. 

Senator B^. mox. For all stndcnt.s? 

^^r. T.VYi.oH. Yes, sir. 

Senator B3:u.M0N\ Yon nientioned in some of vour other (estimonv 
that you furnished dmuers? 

Mr. Taylor. We do. 

Senator Brllmon. All students? 

Mr. TA'i;xoH. No, sir. All of the needv chihlren. 

Senator Bin.LM ON Now, I coiYie fron'i a rural area also, and do vour 
buses run at 4 o'clock or thereabouts? 

Mr. Tayi OH. They are supposed (o, but. you do uol have to run (he 
buses at 4 o'clock if the children are hungry. You can wait until 5 or 

Senator Bkllmon. And give them a meal before thov get on the 
buses to go home, * ^ ^ 

Nfr. Tayi.ou. YeSj sir. 

Senator Bbllmo.v" You have said that (he cost— and T do not know 
whether It is a lunch or a meal— Is 40 ceiit^. Is Hiis Uie cost of the 
breakfast? 

oa'^I^ '^''oil^^.^J; 'P'^ breakfast runs a little less. Breakfast will run 
30, ,51 , or .i'>. We lose on that, and get 15 cents. 

Senator Bri.lmon-. Fifteen cents for breakfast, and ii costs 30^ 

iNir. Taylou. 1 es, sir. 

Senator Bkllmox. Y'our lunch costs 49? 

Mr. Tay^ou. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bkllmon. T know you cannot do this completelv, but in 
your estimony yon told us the kind of breakfast von give: bacon 
eggs, hot cereal, homemado bread, fruit juice, aiufniilk. That is a 
pretty good breakfast. 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bellmox. ^Vliat kind of a lunch? 

Mr. Taylor. Fried chicken, roast beef, shrimp, mashed potatoes, 
gravy, green salad, a dessert, these kinds of things, and galletas 
Senator BBLL^rox. That is for 49 cents? 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. • 

Senator Bellmo>; Wlmt kind of a lunch could yoa serve for 35 
cents that the USDA wants to reimburse you for? 

Mr. Taylor. Well, not the kind of lunch that I wojld want uiv 
cliildrcn to eat— and T have five. And if T did not wan', my childreJi 
to eat It, i would not want any needv children to oat it. 

benator Bellmox. You do not feel that yon could run a decent 
program and servr^ an adequate meal for 35 cents? 

Mr Taylor Well, I think I could run a decent program and I 
probably could serve an adequate meal, speakhig from minimal 



standards, for 35 cents. Yes, sir, Bni I do not believe I could serve 
them the kind of meal that cliildrcn that a^^e would lake to and eat. 

Senator Bbllmox. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chaium.vx. Senator Humphrey. . 

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Taylor, fii'st of all, do you have any disci- 
pline problems in your schools? 

Mr. Tayi>or. No, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. I did not think so. 1,11 

You consider the school lunch program a part of the total school 
establishment? ^ , w t i 

Mr Taylor. Yes, sir; without a shadow of a doubt, I do. les, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. You feel that a school lunch program is cafe- 
teria oriented, and that brings people together inside of the school 
rather than out on the playground and in cars and it aids your elfort 
to provide an orderly school? 

Mr. T.VYhOR. Y'cs, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. Improves your sense of discipline/ 
Mr. Taylor. No cpicstion about it. , , -n o 

Senator Humphrey. Do you have the special school milk program: 
Mr. Taylor. Y'cs, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. Do you have adequate milk? 
Mr. Taylor. Y'cs, sir. 

Senator Hu.mphrey. Under the present situation? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. , , 1 » 

Senator Humphrey. Now, this morning T listened to the ioday 
show, and it was from Whittier, Calif. It was the President s school, 
grade school, and ther said they had to curtail part of their special 
school milk program.' I do not know whether this was just a local 
situation or not. You have not had that problem? 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir. 1 . 1 • r 1 

Senator Hu.mphrey. Yon mentioned bonuses. On what basis did 
you £^et those bonuses? . 

Mr. Taylor. I do not know. I think it was excess money we had m 
the State of Texas, because of the participants in the program. 

Senator Hu.mphrey. So, it was the bonuses that were granted by 
the State director? ^ . . n 

Mr Taylor. Y'cs. Well, it was money tnat was originally coming 
from the Department of Agriculture, but I think the State hiys the 
rio-ht to OTint some bonuses^like that if they see fit. 

^Senator Hu.mphrey. Have you had any information this year hat 
would indicate that those bonuses would not be available this school 
vear'^ 

]Vrr. Taylor. Yes, sir, we have had some indications that they 
would not be available. -i n o 

Senator Hu.mphrey. That they would not be available.^ 

Mr. Taylor. Would not be available; yes, sir. 

Senator Hu.mphrey. Is that because more of the schools are taking 
m more of the children? * , - mi 

Mr, Taylor. Ycs, sir; yes, sir. I am sure that is the rea.son. Lhc 
i ■ is doinjT what iMs sup'posed to do, I think. I do not disagree with 
all of the children thafe are needy being fed. , . . 

Senator Humphrey. The reason I asked this question is that you 
•noted that this vear you think you will get about as much money as 
you got last vear with the exception of your title I, the use of title i. 
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Mr. Taylor. And the breakfnst program. 
.Seniitor Hu.mphrey. And the bonuses. 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hu.\iphrey. And you also indicated that a number of 
other schools are novy putting in school programs for needy children 
iMr. lAYLOR. Kight. 

Senator Hu.mphrey. And that is why you feel the State of Te.vas, m 
Its allotment, mil not be -ble l-> give you a bonus because there will 
more participants? 

Mr. Taylor. Tiiat is right. 

Senator Hu.\iPHREY. So, actually, this year you will get less money 
than last j-ear if you eliminate the bonuses'? 
Mr. Taylor. Kight. 

Senator Hu.mpiikey. You get the same amount of monev under the 
regular allotment of 35 cents? 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 

bomi"2?' i'O" ^^i" get less money in terms of 

Mr. Taylor. And title I, in the total picture, correct, sir. 

benator IIU.MWIUEY. So, your deficit, or the monevs yon have to 
pick up from other areas of your school program, will be laiKcr this 
3'ear than last year? * 

Mr. Taylor!! Yes, sir. 

Senator 1Iu.\ipiirey. Drawn down, in otlier words, from other 
educational resources? 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. Jvow, on reimbursement of the school break- 
fast program. Did I underetand you to say that the breakfast program 
was being shortened? ' " 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. We have, as I understand it, less monev 
VVe cannot expand the program in the State of Texas at all There Is 
no one new one being added. And we, at the same time, will run out 
of monev, if we contmue to spend the way we have spent, sometime 
in March or April. 

Senator IIu.mphrey. And you know the new legislation provides 
for reimbiirsement, prepaid? ^ 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sr. 

Senator IIu.mphrey^ And that we increase these sums of money 
appropriated by the Congress? ^ 
Mr. Taylou. To the States? 
Senator 11u.\iphrey. For the total program. 

Mr. Taylou. Well, our breakfast program certainly does not have 
tiiat much monej'- available in it. 

Senator Hu.mpiiiiey. You are going to get less this coining vear 
than the last j'ear? j ^ ■ 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 

Senator HU.MPHREY Well, somebody has the bookkeeping fouled 
vm, because we added S2o million to the school breakfast program. 
yVe iiavc S6.0 million that was set aside in reserve pending determina- 
lion of need. 

Would you saj; that you liad some need for the breakfast program? 

Mr. iAYLOK. Ics, sir, we certainly do. We need to e.vpaiul the 
program 1 hat is what the program is all about, I think. We need to 
expand it, hke tlie national lunch program has been expanded It 
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should be mandated that they eat breakfast if they do not have it 

''^Senator Humphrey. Now, when you said the Department of 
Agriculture mandated, what do you mean by thatr- mandated ( 

Mr Taylor. Well, you see, really for years and years and years, 
if we had been taking part in the national lunch program, we have 
always beeu, supposedly, feeding all of the needy children. \\e have 
said that we were, but this has not been done in all cases, bo, the 
Department of Agriculture took a strong step, which I complete y 
acrree with, telling these schools that they must feed these needy 
children if they are to participate in the national lunch program 

Senator Humphrey. If they were to participate in the nationa 
school lunch program they must feed the needy children is that 
correct? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir, , . 

Senator Humphrey. And f.o I understand that after mandatm" 
this, they did not provide you with the funds necessary for the total 
reimbursement of these feedings of the needy children f ..at i 

Mr Taylor That is exactly right. They did not provide the funds 
for the total amount to feed all of the needy children. 

Senator Hu.MPHREY. Thank you. 

The Chairman. Senator Chiles. <• r fu„ 

Senator Chiles. Mr. Taylor, how long have you been feeding the 

three meals a day? 
Mr. Taylor. For 18 months now. i, . , , . i fi,„f 

Senator Chiles. For 18 months; so, you actually had started that 

bsf orG 

^Now, before the three meals a day, were you feedmg all of your 
needy children two meals? 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 
Senator Chiles. First, two meals a day^ 
Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Chiles. How long were you doing that/ 

Mr. Taylor. We started the minute the breakfast program went 
effect. It was, I guess, 3 years ago. 

Senator Chiles. Three years ago? . 

Can you tell us what kind of result? Did you notice any difference 
or any results in your schools' dropoutcate, or, you know in anythmg 
tangible? Were there any tangible results that you noted / 

Mr. Taylor. Oh, yes, sir. The real tangibles were in regard to 
academic achievement and in regard to average dady attendance. 

I guess the great thing was that a number of ^ J S«css in 
V * 1968 or 1969, Dr. Shaefer, who is no longer with Health, Mucation, 

^ and Welfare, was runnmg this poverty survey throughout the countiy 

and he picked families at random, and pve ''physicials to them, 
and, of course, they came to San Diego li£e all o the other 50 S ates 
and they found that we probably had the healthiest pooi 
kids in the world, and they asked us what ° J^*^* 

many of the other people were not domg. And at that time )\e weie 
doing nothing but feeding them three meals a day and takmg care 
of their health needs, you know. . 

Senator Chiles. So, it actually did show up in a survey? 
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Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir, it actuall}^ did, and it actuallv showed up in 
average daily attendance and the academic achievements of these 
clnldren. We do not have the retainers today that we had 7 years ao-o 

Senator Chiles. Retainers? You mean ''repeaters?" 

Mr. Taylou. Yes, sir. 

Senator Chiles. What about dropouts? 

Mr. Taylor. Well, we had less than 15 a year. 

Senator Chiles. Less than 15 a year? 

Mr. Taylor. In number, yes. Last year, we had 12. 
^ Senator Chiles. Can you remember the prior years, prior to the 
tune you were feeding them? 

Mr. Taylor. It would vary between 20 and 22 percent. 

Senator Humphrey. Percent? 

Mr. Taylor. Percent. Now, I am talking about 20 percent of 1,700 
is 200 and— what? Three hundred and something. 

Senator Chiles. So, that figure has gone from somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 300 to less than 15 a ye«r? 

Mr. Taylor. That is right. 

Senator Chiles. After you started feeding? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. And another thing that has come forth,, as 
you can see, is that our migrant problem— Wc had 450 niigratinor 6 
years aj^o. Now, with this program we have less tlian 100 migrants each 
year. They stay there. 

Senator Chiles. They are stayhip: there to get the food? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir, and to go to school 

Senator Chiles. They are no longer being pulled out of the system 
and traveling? 

Mr Taylor. No, sir. Their daddies and mothers sometimes 2 ave, 
but they leave the children with a grandfather or grandma or uncles 
and aunts, because what the school can provide for them is far beyon<l 
what they receive monthly. 

Senator Chiles. Have you done any studies— Or from your obser- 
vation, how do these kids compare now with the childi^en that are not 
needy in their grades at school? 

Mr. Taylor. Well, I can only give you one comparison that we 
made last year. People have said that if you can— and the SRA did 
this— if you can take kids who come from 65 to 70 percent poor fami- 
lies of Latin-American descent and pull them up on the average norm, 
echicationalwise— We tested the second and third graders last year, 
and we are at the average norm with the second and third grade chil- 
dren. 

Senator Chiles. Are the kids m your schools, havmg 65 percent 
poverty people, at the average norm? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sn-, at the second- and tlnrd-grade levels. 

Senator Chiles. Again, from your observations, these kids, as they 
leave your school for graduation or other, where are they going in the 
community? 

Are they taking your jobs? 

Mr. Taylor. Of course, we are working ourselves out of business. 
We do not have much of a community; we do not have a lot of industry 
for them to go and work in. We have to get them into vocational areas, 
and, of course, when they do they leave us and go to the larger cities. 
Those that go to college do not come back, because there are no jobs 



for them except in the school system. So, wc are working ourselves out 
of business, but it is a pretty good investment. . „ o 

Senator Chiles. Are some of these needy kids going on to college C 
Mr. Taylor. Oh, yes, sir. In our last 2 ^ears, our needy childreii— 
well, as an example, one of the poorest children we have \yas valedic- 
torian 3 years asjo. She is now working in our school district at a real 
good salary, an(l we have a number of these. 1 would guess that 30 
pcn;ent of our graduating class goes on to college, and of that 30 per- 
cent you can figure that at least half of them come from poverty- 
stricken homes. . , , , 

Senator Chiles. What kind of a drug problem do you have m 3^our 

area? , , . , 

Mr. Taylor. As far as we know, we have some problems in the area 

but we do not have any in the schools. 
Senator Chiles. That is all. 

The Chairman. Senator Aiken? io 

Senator Aiken. Have you had a school-feeding program lor tlie 16 
yoaiB you have been superintendent in San Diego? 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir. We started 2 years after I got there. 

Senator Aiken. You have had it for 11 yeai-s, since 1960? 

^Ir. Taylor. Yes, sir. r , ii i 

Senator Aiken. When did you get the mandate to feed all needy 
children? , , . , , . 

Mr Taylor. Last year. It has alwaj^s been there in (he regulations. 

Senator Aikisn. The first time that it has been forcibly called (o 
3^our attention 

Mr. Taylor. Yes. 

Senator Aiken (continuing). Was last ycavl 

Mr. Taylor. Yes. 

Senator Aiken. That is all. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Curtis. I have a couple of other (luestions. 

The Chairman. Senator Curtis. _ . , , , i 

Senator Curtis. Were there some schools reeeivmg school luncli 
Federal money and not using it for the needy prior to this last year/ 

Mr. Taylor. Well, I would not say that. Senator. I would say that 
some schools were participating in the national lunch i)rograin and not 
feeding all of the needy. They were feeding a great portion of (hem, 
but I do not tliink they were feeding them all. 

Senator Curtis. Were they using the money for anything else/ 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir; no, sir. They were not gctdng (he money 
unless they fed them. You did not receive it unless you fed them, but 
if 3^ou did not feed them 3^ou did not lose 8 or 10 cents a meal. 

Senator Curtis. They cut down the number? 

Mr. Taylor. Yes, sir. , . o T^ i 

Senator Curtis. How did tliey arrange to do that? Do you happen 

to know? _ ... 11 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir, I do not. I could not pinpoint a school 
disd-ict. But the numbers have increased since they have passed (his 
new regulation, to feed all of the needy children. It has expanded just 
like a balloon. . , ^ i i 

' Senator Curtis. This 35 cent reimbursement— is that based on 
your cost, m your case, or is that uniform? 



Mr. Taylor. That is uniform. 

Senator Curtis. That is uniform? Are there schools in Texas that 
serve a hinch for 35 cents? 

Mr. TAYiiOR. Yes, sir, there are some schools that I am sure can 
serve a lunch for 35 cents. 

Senator Curtis. Do you know what thay serve? 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir. I know they meet the minimum standards — I 
am sure they meet the minimum standards. 

Senator Ourtis. How much money did the State of Texas get last 
year, the total amount? 

Mr. Taylor. I have got that in my briefcase, exactly what they 
got last year. In the 1970-71 school year the State of Texas was 
allotted in all of the categories, $40,117,000. 

Senator Cuims. And how much do they anticipate they will get 
this 3^ear? 

Mr. Taylor. They anticipate for the 1971-72 school year 
$33,634,573. 

Now, the school breakfast we were talking about a wliile ago, for 
the 1970-71 school year was $1,131,570. The allotment for the 1971-72 
school year is now $822,569. That is published in this paper. 

Now, I understand that the U.S. Department of Agriculture is 
some funds to assure that everybody gets a 30-plus-5 reimbui'sement 
through the year. 

Senator Curtis. So, that $33 million is not final? 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir, I am sure that it is not. Those figures are 
never final on the starting allotment. There is some deviation in them 
before the year is over. 

Senator Curtis. I see. So, you are not prepared to say that Texas 
will get $7 million less than they did last year? 

Mr. Taylor. No, sir. I am not prepared to say that. I am prepared 
to say that these are the starting figures. 

Senator Curtis. I see. That is all. 

Mr. Taylor. As I understand them. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Taylor. 

The next witness is Mr. Howard W. Brig^, director. Food Service 
Department, Detroit Public Schools, Detroit, Mich. I believe "with 
him is Dr. Eugene Samter, assistant superintendent of schools, 
Buffalo, N.Y. 

Come around, gentlemen, and have seats, and you may proceed 
as you see fit. 

STATEMENT OP HOWARD W. BMGGS, DIRECTOR, POOD SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT, DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS, DETROIT, MICH. 

The Chairman. I take it you are Mr. Briggs? 

Mr. Briggs. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And you are Dr. Samter? 

Mr. Samter. That is correct, sir. 

The Chairman. Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Briggs. I am Howard Briggs, director of Food Service, Depart- 
ment of the Detroit Public Schools. 

Thank you for inviting me to testify today regarding the changes 
in regulations proposed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
After carefully reviewing the proposed changes, we find little that 
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would lead us to believe (lint (he U.S. Department of Agriculture is 
in iinv wsh' ;it(enip(ing (o follow (he in(ent of (he Congress in i(s 
passage of* Public Law 91-24S; nnnielj', (o provide food service (o 
needy children. 

]n fnc(, we believe that the (iining of the proposed changes, as 
well as the changes in regula(ions (heniselves, will nullify much, if 
not all, of (he progress thai has been made during (he past few years. 
We are told (hat these new regula(ions will eliniina(e midyear funding 
uncer(ainties of last year. So, now, we have funding uncer(ain(ies at 
the beginning of the year, which will be far more damaging to (he 
feeding programs. , , . r 

Last sprinii, as chairman of (he major city directors secdon of (he 
Amecican School Food Service Asi5ocia(ion, 1 senlout ((ueslioimaires 
(0 75 dircc(ors regarding rales of reiml)ursemen(, value of conHnodi(ies 
ct cc(era. Of (he 42 replies re(urue(l (here were 10 distric(s (hat were 
receiving 12 cents reimbursement from sec(ion 4 on some of (heir 
lunches and 30 cen(s ad(li(ional or more, for free lunches. Kecendy i 
con(acled six of (hese distric(s including Detroit to determine what 
informa(ion they had received regarding reimbursement for the cur- 
rent vear. Of the districts contacted only Detroit and Boston had been 
advised that w^e will be reimbursed 12 cents for each lunch that wc 
serve plus 30 cents additional or more for each free lunch that is 
served. Four of the six districts had been informed that they would be 
reimbursed o cents and 30 cents, respectively. They are Cleveland', 
Indianapolis, Minneapolis, and St. Louis. All of these districts are 
currently considering the effects of this cutback in reimbursement 
rates and ways that. their programs can be modified in order to 
minimize the amount of damage to their programs. 

A second area of concern w^th the proposed changes is the new 
apportionment formulas for allocation of funds to States. This is not 
an area in which I am directly involved, buti have contacted the State 
director in Michigan, i have been advised that Michigan will be 
apportioned less under the proposed fornnda than w^e received last 
year. Also, the flexibility that w^as available under last year's regula- 
"tions that permitted State directors to meet the individual needs in 
their State has been removed. 

We do not believe that an average of 5 cents of general cash-for-food 
assistance and 30 cents for eacli free or reduced price lunch w^ll 
provide most States with sufficient funds. Under this apportionment 
formula most States will only be able to meet the needs of a very 
limited number of districts. 

To maintain a State average reimbursement of 5 cents, for each 
lunch reimbursed at 10 cents, one must be reimbursed at zero cen^s or 
tw^o at 2.5 cents. In many cases, a school district receiving less than 7 
cents per lunch would be just as far ahead to dropout of the national 
.school lunch program and just j)articipate in the special milk program 
wdiere they are reimbui'sed 3 cents for each half-pint of milk served. 
We know of no school district that is contemplating this action, but 
we believe that it is a reasonable possibility. 

We believe that the two areas just discu.ssed are the most imi)ortant 
and damaging factors in the proposed changes of regulations. We have, 
of course, made detailed comments to the Department of Agriculture 
regarding all of the changes and requested clarification on some points. 
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In closing, wc snbinit the followins: rccoininciulalions for your 
consKloralion: 

1. That the U.S. Departnient of Agncuhnre he requc>;le(l (o with- 
(Iraw the proposed changes in regnlalions inuncdiatelv and (o reinstate 
hist year's reijuhuions. 

2. That the Departnient of AjrricuUnro be recpieslod to estabUsh a 
eoniniittee with diversilied experience in school feedinj^ pr()<naiiis 
nichidin^ operation of programs at State and local levels to rewrite 
(he regulations. 

(a) Prior to the first iiieeting of this committee the Department, 
shoidd establish broad goals that it wants the new reirnlations to meet. 

W revised regulations should then be piibli.shed in the 

Kuleral Register and concerned parties should be ^iveii a iiiiiiinuiiii 
of 30 days to coninient on the regulations. 

(c) The coiiiiiieiits should be reviewed hv the Department > 
Agriculture and iiieiubers of the committee, with the final rc<ndation 
published no later than June 1, 1972. 

AVe believo> that these recommendations are reasonable and will 
permit schools to reach the stated goals of the Congress and the 
Departnient of Agriculture. 

The Chaiu.max. Dr, Saiiitcr, do you have a statement abso? 

Mr. Sa.mteh. Ve.s, sir. 

The CnAiUMAN. Proceed, please. 

STATEMENT OF DR. EUGENE C. SAMTER, ASSISTANT SUPERIN- 
TENDENT OF SCHOOLS, BULLAFO, N,Y. 

Mr. Sa.mtkiu Mr, Chairniau and honorable members of the com- 
iiuttee I thank yon for the opportunity, and thank vou so much for 
identifying lue correctly, 1 began to (ionbt mv own identity. J am 
Eugene C. Samter, 

Dr. Joseph Manch intended, until 2 days ago, to show up, but he 
became embroiled in some .serious financial di/licultie.s, .school ditti- 
ciilties, with the board of education with which he is meeting today. 
Dr. Manch then asked our deputy snperintcndent, Mr. Claude Clapp, 
to come down. He is my iniiuediate superior, and late last ni<rht f 
received a telephone call from him saying that be, too, was involved 
in this same closed-door board session/The financial difficulties of 
which 1 am .speaking. One of the components is the very topic which 
we are discussing tO(la3^ 

At the outset, let me make clear our support, not only of the free 
lunch program but also of a more compreliensive program of proper 
nutrition and nutrition education for all .schoolchildren. Consistent 
with this goal, our superintendent. Dr. Joseph Manch, has gone on 
record as favoring the expansion of the free lunch program to include 
all of the children in the Buflalo public .schools. 

It is no longer either fashionable or reasonable to .sngijest tliat a 
free public school education should be provided only to those who are 
economically di.sadvantaged. You will recall that as recently as the 
middle of the last century free public education was available only 
to the indigent; others had to pay. The need for education is found 
at all levels of society. In view of its direct and indirect educational 
value, therefore, the feasibility of a universal free lunch program 
merits serious consideration. 
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tn Bullalo, however, lo date we have only been al)le lo uiuhMtake 
a free hnich proiiram for ehihh'en of ihe needy. 

The Bnfl'alo publie sehool system is the second hn'gest in New 
York Slate. Nearly half of oin* pupils nartieipate in the national 
sehool luneh proiirani and we are <j:rateful to the administration and 
to the Conj^ress for the support this proi^rani has received over the 
years. Almost, 75 percent of the pupils partieipatini: in the national 
"school luneh program receive free lunches dailv, which figure sugir^vsts 
that we are operating one of the most exten.sive free lunch programs 
of any lari^e city in the Nation. 

In.stitutions maija/cine, the organ of the food services organizations, 
has reported that'the Bufl'alo School Rood Service Department U the 
.sevcntli fastest growing food service organiy.ation in the world. This is 
true becau.se our free biuch program which served 1,700 pupil.s daily 
in February 1970 was serving more than 28,000 need pupils daily less 
than ii year later. 

Every needy child iii every public school in the city of Bufl'alo was 
served a free hot lunch each day last year. By needy, I niean those 
children who qualified because they are nuMnbers of families whose in- 
come size meet the criteria used to deterinino economic need. 

The ([uestion nmy well be asked how were we able to gear up to such 
a huge feeding program in such a short time. The an.swers are: 

1. Our superintendent and board of education expected it, 

2. We bad an out,standing stafl'. 

3. Very importantly, Buflalo was one of the first districts to use a 
connnercial vendor to deliver hot prepackaged type A lunches to 
school. 

Wc had to do the latter because 55 of our 99 schools do not have 
cafeteria facilities. Even if we had the funds to construct the facilities, 
which wc did not, we could not aflord the time construction would 
have taken. I am proud to be able to say that we were able to expand 
our free lunch program as 1 have described without any sacrifice of the 
high standards ouV .school food .service programs have always nniin- 
tained. Evidence tlmt thisisso can be found in the fact that the Buffalo 
public schools' free bmcb program has received public praise from com- 
numity groups and from elected public oflicials. 

As, of course, you recognize, the increase in the number of pupils 
served by the free lunch program is accompanied by an increase m the 
cost of that program. Therein lies the last major and still unresolved 
problem we in Bufl'alo face in attempting to provide this important 
educational and health service to needy boys and girLs. 

That is why I am here this morning: to juquaint you gentlemen 
with the problems we face if we are to continue to give free school 
lunches to tliose cbildren whose parents cannot afford to buy them. T 
jnn here to ask that the Congress and the administration take whatever 
action is necessary to secure full Federal funding of the free bnich 
program. Specifically, I am asking that local .school districts receive 
a 60-cent reind)urseinent for each meal given to a needy child. 

Let me briefly tell yon some of the fiscal facts of life about the 
Buffalo public schools and how they affect our ability to open\te a free 
luncli program and why we need a 00-cent reindnnsement. 

Our board of education is fiscally dependent upon the nmyor and 
the common council of the city of Buffalo. The board does not have (he 
power to go directly to the taxpayers of its district for the funds to 
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operate its schools, as (lo all but five of more (linn 700 school dislriols 
ia (he S(n(e of New York. We inus(. rely on an approprijUion from (he 
municipal government. \ye asked (ho oi(y of Bufi'alo for SS9.3 million 
for (he operation and mnin(enanco of our schools in 1971-72. Wo have 
received appropriations of less than $75 million, which amount is not 
enoujrh to enable the board to continue the prognMus and services it 
provided last* .year and (o meet^ it mandated increases and to carry 
out its contractual obligsitions. This last is important.. As a matter of 
fact, the board of education's inabilit,y to fund all of the provisions in 
its contract with its teacher organization Inus rasulted iu that organiza- 
tion lodging a complaint alleging unfair labor practices. That com- 
])laint is being adjudicated at the present time. 

The board of education has been advised that the school foods pro- 
gram faces an operating deficit of almost $700,000 in (he current yoar. 
This deficit arises from the fact that while it costs the i)oard of educa- 
tion approximately OS cents to put a hot free lunch before a needy 
child, our revenue for that lunch totals onl}'' 30 cents, 35 cents of which 
represents Federal support and tJie remaining 4 cents a contribulion 
by the State of New York. 
' In spite of the fact that the Bufi'alo pubfic schools began the fiscal 
year some $14 million short of the funds requested, a slu>rtagc whicli 
required a reduction in teaching, administrative, and noninstructional 
staffs, a shortage which rc([uired that the board make decisions whicli 
resulted in unfair labor practices being lodged against it, in spite of this 
shortage, the board nevertheless reaffirmed its commitment to the 
free lunch program by allocating S'205,000 of its own funds to that 
efiort-. Tt is recognized that $205,000 is only sufficient to permit the 
program to operate for about a third of the school year. And this will 
be one heck of a Christmas present to 23,000 children. It is the board 
of education's hope and my own that, before these funds arc exhausted, 
you, the Congress, \yill liave taken the necessary action to make 
additional funds available. Certainly nothing could be more tragic 
than for the board of education to be forced to discontinue providing 
hot free meals to needy children this winter, and I think Buflalo's 
winters arc well enough known that it is not necessary for me to 
characterize them here this morning. 

Gentlemen, I do not want to end my statement with a maudlin, 
sentimental appeal, but it is a fact that the future of the free luiicli 
program in Buffalo rests with you. 

Tlie CiiAiUMAK. Tlinnk you, sir. 

^ifr. Briggs, what rate of reimbursement ware your schools in 
Deti-oit receiving for free lunches at the end of last year? 

Mr. BuiGGS. 12 cents for each lunch that we serve plus an additional 
40 cents for each free meal. 

The CnAiiiMAN'. 52 cents? 

Mr. BuiGGS. 52 cents. 

The CiiAiiiMAX. Would you answer this same question. Dr. Samter? 

Mr. Samter. Yes. As 1 mention in my statement, 39 cents, 35 of 
which was Federal money. 

The Chairman. Now, first, ^^r. Briggs, and, then. Dr. Samter, I 
will ask you to answer the same question. 

\Miat rate of reimbursement, did you expect that your schools in 
Bufi'alo would receive for free lunches during this school year? 
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^[^. BiiiGGB. I luul Ihoughl, before (ho chnnge of rcgululion:^, in 
talking with our State director— anil we Inul delerniinod the weighted 
average costof lunches at 55 cents. We had agreed that 55 cents would 
be needed this year ;is total reind)ursenieut for the free lunches. 

The CiiAiuMAN. What did you anticipate in Bnfl'alo? 

^^r. Samtick. Wc expected full funding, which meant up to GO 
cents reind)ursenient. 

The ChaiumaN. What rate of reinibui*senient will your schools 
receive under the new regulations? 

Mr. Briggs? 

Mr. BuiGG.s. At the present time we are anticipating 12 and 40 
cents, the same rate Una we closed with. We realix.e that if the regula- 
tions a:'o not changed that there is a distinct possibility that this rato 
of reimbui'semcnt might have to be changed at some future date. 

The Chaiu.ma.v. And what do you anticipate under the regulations 
as they arc pronndgated? 

Mr.'BuiGGS. Fi-oni all that seems to be happening in other States, 
J \vould assume that it would be diflicult for anybody to pay more than 
5 cents and *W cents, even though the regulations permit it. The schools 
that are administered by the Department of Agriculture, the Detroit. 
Archdiocese, for exanipie, I received a phone call Monday, and they 
liad been notified that they would receive 5 cents and 30 cents. 1-ast; 
year tliey had receive<l 00 cents. 

The CSiAiUMAN'. Dr. Samt^r? 

Mr. Samthu. As do all 740 school districts in New York State, 
Bud'alo will receive the same reimbursement as last year, a total of 
:« cents. 

The CnAiuMAN. And how large a deficit will your schools face under 
the new regulations, Mr. Briggs? 

Mr. BuiGGS. Under the new regulations, 1 think it would be hard 
to sav. Basically, the problem is that: In Detroit, the board has just 
adopted a budget tlint will mean that we wi!l increase our deficit. Wo 
had an operating deficit at the close of last year of about $17 million. 
The proposed budget that has been adopted will add another $14 
million to that for a total of around S30 niillion or $31 million. 

The CiiAiiiMA.v. That is the new nutrition program on!y? 

^Ir. BuiGGS. No; that is the total education program. 

The CiiAinMAX. Well, 1 am trying to get at the nutritional pro- 
gram. This committee does not have jurisdiction on the total educa- 
tional program, but we do have the nutritional programs. 

^Ir. BuiGGS. The problem is this: It would be as nice as it could be 
for tlie district to say that we will make up the food service deficit. 
Detroit is not in a position to say that wc will make up the difVerence. 
We will have to cut back the program and scale it down in proportion 
to the cutback in reimbui'sement. We could not afl'ord to operate 
with a deficit in the food service program and add further deficits to 
the school district. 

Tlie CiiAiuMAX. What would be your anticipated deficit, Dr, 
Samter? 

Mr. Samter, $700,000 in the nutrition programs alone. 

The Chairman. Now, do your schools have any means of making 
lip tlic funds needed to make up this deficit in your schools, Mr. 
Briggs? 

2^Ir. Briggs. No; we do not. 
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Tlio Chaiuman. Dr. Sainler, does your 

Mr. Samtku. Sir, we arc not |)oriuille(l to have a dofieil, by con- 
stilulion, in New York Stale. Kevertheless, some ,$205,000 from our 
inslrudional |)ro<:rain is being transferred for the school food service 
program. This still lea ves a deficit, of course, of $4.35,000. 

The Cuaikma.v. You feel you can carry out your requirements of 
the hiw, Mr. Brig^s, to provide a free meai for every chihl who cannot 
afford to pay for it under these reguhitions? 

Mr. BiUGGS. Under the new reguhition, no, sir; we do not. 

The Ohaiuman. Can you. Dr. Samter? 

Mr. SamtKu. Pardon the hesitation, sir. 1 am trying to frame an 
answer to that. We do; we feel we can carry out^ — ^ 

[Phe CuaiumaN. The law to provide a free meal to every needy 
child who cannot aH'ord to nay for it under these proposed regulations? 

Mr. Saaitku. Only to tne"o.>ctent that funds im made available. 
Present funds will last until just before Christmastime. The quality 
of the food and the number-s of children \\ill remain the same. That is: 
every needy child will receive a type A lunch as lon^ as the money 
lasts. 

The CuAnLMAK. Well, will these regulations provide the money? 
That is what 1 am asking you. Can 3'ou answer it? 

Mr. Samti:u. No, sir; the regulations themselves will not provide the 
money. 

The CuaiumaX. Your answer is negative; is that what you said? 

Mr. Samtku. Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmaogi:. Senator Curtis. 

Senator Ci'uris. JJow nuich money for this purpose did vou get in 
doll ars in Buffalo for the last full vear? 

Mr. Samtku. Appro.ximatel}'- $2 million last year cmne from State 
and Federal sources. 

Senator Cuutis. JTow much from the Federal? 

Mr. Samteu. Approximately $1,400,000. 

Senator Cuurss. And how nuich do you anticipate the Federal 
Government will provide this year? 
Mr. Samtku. The same amount. Senator. 
Senator Cuutis, The same amount? 
Mr, Samtku. Yes, su\ 

Senator Cuutis. Are there changes in regulations as with regard to 
nonfood costs, equipment; does that enter into your problem nt all? 

Mr. Samtbu. I understand tliat there are some changes made. There 
was more liberality extended for equipment last year than there is 
this year. 

Senator Cuutis. Does this create any added problem in your state, 
in your city? 
^Ir. Samteu. In the city of Buflalo, sir? 
Senator Cuutis. Yes. 

Mr. Samtku. To niy knowledge the reimbursement for equipment 
will remain the sauie in New York State. I believe that is 75 percent, 
but I would add that the largest part of our program is uoncafcteria. 
The free hot lunches are prepackaged, prepared and prepackaged by a 
vendor and brought into the classroom. 

Senator Cuutis. What do j^ou have to pay that vendor? 

Mr. Samteu. We are still advertising for bids for the current year, 
Last year it was 57 cents per htnch. 
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Sensitor CuuTi:>. Whnl did ihe mcMiu include? How docs it compare 
with what our previourf wilno^.s tcritifiod? 

Mr. SAMTiiu. Morit of the itcMns thai I hoiird Mr. Taylor mention 
are included: the fried chicUen, roii.st. beef, meal patties. I do not know 
that he mentioned the hitter, but those are included, too; all hot items. 

Senator Cnuri.s. That Is nil at this lime. 

Senator Tw\LMAi)GE. Senator Ellender. 

Senator Ellkn'»i:u. Mr. Chainnmi, I regret 1 was ;i little late. 1 was 
occupied somewhere else. 

JIow long have vou had the program in BufTalo? 

^h^ SAMTiiu. We have had a lunch program since the turn of the 
century, sir. 

Senator ELiwKN'oiiu. You are one of the few cities in New York that 
has had it that long. 
Mr. Samti:U. Yes, sir. 

Senator I^llkndku. Now, to whate.\"lent are you called upon to pay 
more for these lunches than you did last year or the previous years? 

Mr. Samtku, The cost of our prepncka^red lunches, we are in high 
hopes, will drop, not increiuse. 'J'he first indication of a hid that I have 
is that it will be a penny drop, from 57 cents a lunch to 50 cents per 
lunch. 

Senator Ellkndeu. Now, how does the amount of money you got ' 
last year compare with wlr t wjvs proposed this year? 

MV. Samtuu. The anmuntof money we received from the State and 
Federal sources is going to be the same this year as it was last year. 

Senator Ellk.\'i)i:u. \Yell, if you arc going io pay less for your lunch 
by I cent, why should you be in trouble? Are there any more children? 

Mr. Samtku. No, sir. Our labor costs have increased; and the cost 
of food in our cafeteria schools has increased; and, prior to the freexe, 
the cost of nonfood items, and nonfood supplies Inive increased; and 
fringe boaefils for Ihe some 400 personnel involved in the school food 
service program have increased. 

Senator Kllknuku. Well, as a matter of fact, is it not true that the 
local ])eople are supposed to pay for the distribution of that food, 
n'loslly? Is that not n function (hat nnist be discharged by the local 
people because the school lunch program — I do not like to boast loo 
nmch about it, bu 1 orered it Ijack in 1946, and it was supposed to 
be a plan whereby Hie local people would participate in it, loo, to a 
much larger extent than the Federal Government and now it looks as 
though it is changing to the point where the Federal Government is 
being called upon tol)ut up more and more. And I am just wondering 
the e.vtent to which we have had a change in that direction in Buflalo; 
tliat is where the Federal Government is being asked to i)ut up more 
money than in the past? 

Mr. Samteu. I think the Federal Government is being asked to put 
lip more money than in the past. Senator, fn New York Slate 

Senator Eu.KxnEu. That is to ])ay, to i)ay for labor, to pay for 
distribution of these school lunches? 

Mr. Samter. To pay for the total cost of the school lunch program 
in Budalo; yes, sir. 

Senator Elle.ndbu. Well, now, I am sorry, ^fr. Chairman; I was 
late, but what particular new regulalious aOcct Buflalo? WHuit is the 
significant change; can yon say it in a few words? 
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ini„ ■ J As I urn cr.lan(l ,(, tlio i)rovision for special financin- 
in =m M)eciul.ioc(ly school disiriol, is tl.cio in U.o iv-uUliom. IJowcvoi^ 

'ih ^|\'^'' "'"''^''-^^V'?-'' «>"-'^<'<'« •■5tl<«ol food service h.irca.i chief 

Uie UbUA icguliUions iiie icsliiclinc rcinihuiseiiieiKs (o the Stale to 
no more Ihau an uveragc of 35 cenUs i)er free lunch. 'Phcre is not 
enond— >f 'ill 730 school dislricts outside of Nevv York Citv ami 
J5uiralo, vohnitarily or otherwise, dropped ouf. of (he school'lunch 
Hogrmu o«..- State chief es.ti.uates that there will still nol be enoS 
to fund fnlh; the projrraius in New York City and Buffalo. 

benator l!.LM3Ni)E,t. Well, to «'h a I extent has the cost increased to 
the local people.^ Has;!, boon iii the same proportion that wo are now 
(leiuamlmg or reciucsling from the Federal Govermnent? 

•Mr. bA.MTEK 'J he local cost in Buffalo was about S331,000 last 
year and now that local cost is some S731 ,000. 

Senator Ellicnduu. You mean in I year it has doubled? 

Mr. bA.M rKit. "^'cs, sir. 

Senator libLUXDEit. What caused that? 

Mr. S.v.MTEit. As I mentioned, tht increased labor costs, frhine 
benefits, food supplies, and nonfood supplies, food supplies in onr 
c'lfetcria schools, and nonfood sunnb'ps. 

Seiialor Eu.E.vi)i;it. Well, woulii you be able to tell us about what 
moportion of the entire cost of this i)rograni in Buffalo is paid for by 
the State, city, and local proplc; that is at all levels, in contrast to the 
■ I r> !'^''-^'«>>t'<5rowise? AVould you say that the 

i<c( eral Govorinnoiit puts up about 2G percent and the rest is nut up 
by the .^tsite and local people? 

Mr. S.vMTEit. i was just ruiminp: down the figures, sir: and the 
l)crcentagcs appear to be approximately CO roreeiit li'ederal for lunches 
alone, i mean. Aiid then, m addition. Federal nionev for bivn-fasf 
fiEler Stati^^ Approximately 25 percent local and the le- 

Senator Ei.i.E.\'i)Eit. ThaiiL; you. 
The Oii.\iitM.\.v. Senator Belhuon. 

. Senator Belwio.n. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr Samtcr was 
giving some estimates. 1 wonder if it would be out of order to ask that 
fliosc figures be included in the record, the exact figures that he wa.s 
giving us the estiniaies from? 
Mr. S.vxiTEK. Yes. 

Senator Bem.mo.n-. Supply a copy if you can. He has it, and if it 
would bo easier, let us have it. 

.Mr. SA.MTEU. r thinlv that would be better because I realize now 
that i inadvertently left out one major local contribution, and that is 
the lunches that are paid for. Mv apologies for doing that. 

hoiift.or JiEu.Mo.v. If you will sive us the comi)lele figuiv>s 

Mr. bA.MTEii. I can give you the only copy 1 have, or I can cite 
tlioin into the record. 

Senator Bem.mo.v. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question 
loi-c Miat_^does not bear direetl.v on what wc arc hearing here todav, 
bufc Ur. baintei- in liis statement .says that in view of this direct and 
nulirect educational value, the univei-sal luiicli progra-ni deserves 
serious consideration. When j'ou say "universal school lunch program " 
you mean the school furnishes a lunch to evervone? 

Mi: Samtek. Y'es, sir. 
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Senator Bellmox. Regardless of financial ability ot the family lo 
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"M* . Samter. Yes, sir. 
Senator Bellmon. Would you care lo enlarge upon tliat^ \Miy 
hare you come to this conclusion? 

Mr, Samtku. In the les? than 15 months that I have had supervisory 
responsibilitv for, among other things, the school food service, a 
number of things have come to mv attention. One is lhat improper 
nutrition is found at all levels; in fact, 1 believe that we Imd it more 
often— and this is not research by my office— but I believe we imd it 
more often at the two extremes: among the more-allluent and among 

the least so. , , , , ■, i f 

Senator Bellmox. You would say, (hen, lhat (he duklren Irom 
ui)per-incoine families are not well-nouiishod enough to learn well? 
Mr. Samteu. Yes, sir. . ^ ,i i . .i 

Senator Curtis. Would vou yield there? Does i\ follow that that 
hmch lias to be free? Can it not bo i)rovided in (he schools; could not 
(he school still make requirements lhat the kids stay there at noon and 
cat, and not go out in their cais, but slill if they were able to i)av for 
their own lunch? I am not talking about the borderline cases; I am 
talking about those that are clearly able to ])ay. 

Mi'. Samteu. Lodcallv. sir, I would have to agree wilh you, t)ut, 
one does not follow the'^ other, not necessarily follow. But, there is 
another kind of sense or losic that recognizes lhat the only way we can 
assure that the pro])er nutrition is given our children is by su])ervismg 
it ourselves, just as the oidy way wo could assure ])ul)lic education is by 
supervisinjT it ourselves and j)aying for it publicly. 

SenatorlBELLMOX. Now, you, in your statement said that by 19/0 
you were serving 1,700 pui)i!s daily a free lunclu 

Mr. Samteu. Yes, sir, . /^aa n 

Senator Bellmox. And 1 year later you were serving 23,000 with 

free lunches? , , • , , . .i ^ ■ <o 

The CiiAiRMAX. Senator Bollmon, would you yield at that ])oml{ 
The Senate is now in the process of having n live quorum at the 
moment, and I understand that the majority leader is going lo propose 
a unanimous consent request on this draft vote at that time. And the 
Chair, unfortunatelv, has an engagement at 12 o'clock, and I do not 
know whether the "distinguished Senator from Louisiana has plans, 
but Senator Allen has agreed to preside beyond 12 o'clock, if that is 
necessary. , , _ r i - . 

So, yon may proceed, Senator Bellmon, and if you feel it necessary 
to go to the floor of the Senate, of course you can. 

Senator Beu.mox. Can vou give the connmttee briefly the reasons 
for this, what seems to be this huge jum]) in services to the needy 
students? What happened? .... 

Mr. Samtku. The advent of Public Law 91-248 is of major impoi- 
tan^e- the mandate that all necdv childi-en receive a free- or rediiced- 
l)rice meal. And the board of education in Buffalo, meeting there, 
adopted a policv recosrnizinir, adhering to, and complying with that 
mandate. Prior"to ihixl the free lunches, as I have^mentioned, were 
l)ein<^ <^iven to a verv minimal number of children, 1,700. 

Senator Bellmox. Do you e.K])ect another jump in the current 
school year? 

Mr. Samtbr. No, sir. 
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Senator Bellmon. As T understand this problem what has hap- 

1 -o '"'^ amount of clolhirs roughly for 

the 19/1-/2 year as yon have the the 1970-71? 
Mr. Saaitkk. Yes, sir. 

clem;md"off;;"7unches? '"''•^^^^ ^'^ 

Samter. No, sir. 
Senator Bei.lmox. Then what is the problem? 
Mr. Samteu. Increa'led costs. 

Senator Bellmox. Costs have gone np. How ninch is tho , ^^-ea^ed 
cost; what percentage? 

Mr Samxbi^ Excuse me, sir, two things: increased costs and one 
other tactor that, untd this pomt 1 had not mentioned. 

Last^ vear, in order to support a part of onr deficit the New York 
btate L^dncation Dcpartinent allocated to us just short of S400 000 
rom btatc-urban education funds and informed us at (hat time that 
mat was the last time that thev were <^oin^ to do it 

benator Bellmox. So, it is a withdrawal of State support? 

Mr. Samteu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bellmox. Now a withdrawal of Federal support. Now in 
your statement you come to the conclusion it is goiu<? to be np to 
the Congress to take the necessary action to make additional funds 
available. Onr previous ^yltness Wixs critical of USDA. Yon do not 
feel the problem is with the USDA, but rather with the lack 
of appropriations? 

Mr. Samter. No, sir; T would concur that the regulations are what 
are aborting the intent of Public Law 92-148, and-as I undei^taiul it 
the regulations are written in the department. 

Senator Bellmox. But you say in your statement the Conorre=;s 
wiU have to take the necessary action to make additional funds 
available. Do you feel there is a shortage of inonev and if the reo^nla- 
tions v,^re changed would you need any more moiicy'^ 

Mr. Samter. I am not really qualificMl, but I did check with our 
btate man. It is his opinion that what is available in the wav of 
appropriations would be sufficient. 

Senator Bellmox. If the regulations 

Mr. Samter. If the regulations were changed. 

Senator Bellm ox. And properlv drawn? 

Mr. Samter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bellmox. Mr. Briggs, in your statement you mention 
tuat von do not feel that the average of 5 cents and the 30 cents for 
eiich free lueal will provide most of the States with sufficient funds 

Vr'^^T^^'^'^ «ny value to the commodities .you receive? 

Mr. BitiGGS. Yes. The value of commodities last year was sliorhtiv 
under 9 cents. 

Senator Bellmox. So, in addition to the 30 cents and the 5 cents 
yon would add on 9 cents? 

Mr, Briggs In the case of Detroit, which was down a couple 
imndrec ths of a cent from what we had received the year before 
commodities are important, but they fluctuate. 

benator Bellmox, It gives yon a value, then, of about 44 cents 
lor each lunch from the Federal Government? 

Mr. Briggs. More than that in our case for a free lunch. Wo are 
talking about 52 cents plus 9. 
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Senator Bbllmox. 61 cents? 
Mr. BuiGGS. Right. 

Senator Bbllmox. What are the hmchcs costing you? 
Mr. BuiGGS. When we put the vahie of the comniodities into the 
cost, on the weighted average, it wouki be 64 cents. 
Senator Bbllmox. You are 3 cents short on each hnich? 
Mr. Briggs. Yes, sir. 
Senator Bbllmox. That is all 
The Chairmax. Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Briggs, were the school authorities con- 
sulted by the Departineiit of Agriculture before the reguhitions were 
issued? 

Mr. Briggs. Yes and no. Actually, I served on a committee that 
was formed by the Department of "Agriculture that included some 
school people, two school people. State directors, department people, 
to review tliose changes in the regulations last March and early April. 

Senator Humphrey. Did you concur in these proposed changes? 

Mr. Briggs. The proposed changes that came out are not neces- 
sarily those recommended by the committee, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. That is what T would like to know. 

Mr. Briggs. There are very few, and I do not have them so it is 
hard for me to say. I did not get a printed copy of the recommendations 
that the committee made, but my recollection is that other than 
waiving the 12 cent rule which the Department was willing to do 
anyway, that was about the oidy change. 

One of the committee recommendations was for 40 cent^. 

Senator Humphrey. 40 cents for what? 

Mr. Briggs. For the free and reduced-price meals as a minimum. 
That would be a base. 

*or Humphrey. 40 cents now. And what is the base? 
iiRiGGS. Thirtj\ 

Senator Humphrey. The base is 30? , ■ ■ 

Mr. Briggs. That is what it was before, and that is what it is now. 
Thcv have not changed that. Part of the problem in the regulations 
is the use of section 32 transfer funds where it was apportioned 
to the States last year. The Department is now going to control all 
of the section 32 transfer funds so that the transferability by the 
States to use, in our case, the State director to use section 32 funds to 
supplement section 4, he also used them to supplement section 11. 
I believe they were also used to supplement nonlood assistance. 

You cannot start a program unless you have the money, ^sow, 
I realize there is an appropriation, and I cannot quote the exact 
appropriation that would amount to the various States, but in our 
case in Detroit, and Minneapolis, St. Louis, we are caught with 
antiquated buildhigs, and I think Buffalo has probably got the same 
problems. We are now in all poverty area schools, by the way. We have 
added some 60 progi'ams last year and we are using a program similar 
to Buffalo, except ours is totally cold, but it is a prepackaged prop-am. 

Now, we use minimum equipment expenditures m these schools 
because we need only refrigerators. Eventually we are going to have 
to put in a hot program. But, we are now going to have to wait until 
perhaps March before we can move hot lunch programs m those 
schools, although possibly the Department might concede that because 
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it is a cold lunch piogrnni llmt (he money could be spent, (o furnish 
cciuipnieiil. to provide a liot lunch hefore March 

Senator Humphrey. You speak of these diflerent sections, tou 
know: Sec ions 11, 32, all of these diflerent section funds. Wodld it 

lunches? ^""^ ^'"^^ "PP'"°P''"^'0" for school 

Mr. BiUGGs. Yes, I am sure it would be appreciated by most State 
dn-ectors, lit least, m trying to keep track of what is going on 

Again, the needs in each Stale are going to vary. The apportion- 
ment should probably just as well include a cost-of-liviii" index with 
a per capita income index in that certainly this is a factor The 60 
cents, and a^am it was brought up at thc'mectin<x with the USDA- 
00 cents m tlic case of New York docs not coinc''anvw]icre close to 
covering their costs, let that is the nia.viinum. So if they are "om<r to 
provide free lunches and meet the mandate of the law, tlien they 
are going to liave to spend educational money to do this. New York 
IS, 1 am sure, no better finaneially than Detroit or most of our laio'c 
school districts. " 

Senator IIuMPHHEV. You heard Mr. 'J\iylor from San Diego testify 
Here and lie stated that it was his view that most seliool authorities 
would have no particular resistance to a difl"ercnt level of reimburse- 
ment related to diflerent States and the cost of handling the program 
for example m some States might be 40 cents and in anotlicr'Statc 
might be CO cents, average. And in another State it might be C5 or 
even /O. * 

that?"'"^ 3'°"'" "^''cw, (li«(' (here would be no particular resistance to 

Mr. BiJiGGS. Kight. What really I think we arc looking for would 
be an amount 9f money to cover the cost of providing a free meal 
We arc not trying to make money on the program. Our goal would 
be to break even, and for the most part sometimes we arc able to and 
other times we arc not. Detroit, over the last 2 years has accumulated 
m the food service operation a deflcit of a half million dollars Now 
tins year we were fortunate. The most current figure I have is that we 
iiad a profit last year of S8,000 on our total budget for food service 
operations of appio.viniately $10 million. This $8,000 profit quickly 
goes to lower the deficit in excess of half a million dollars 

Jiut, at least in trying to present a program to the board avc have 
got i.iat much in our favor. This is the year tliat we broke even, and 

To. "''c^Qi "'-n?^ ''-'""^V "^'^ ^^'oi' " school district 

tliat 1.S S31 mi hon in debt, it is diflicult for them to assume additional 
costs. AVhon they have to consider, as Detroit did last voar, laying off 
•some 200 cachcrs to save money. This is a difficult" decision fSr a 
board ol education to make, to cut into their educational program I 
do not know if we are more fortunate or less fortunate tliau Bufiaio 
but we are not connected with tlie city govern iiiont. We, in a sense 
are; our meome is ba.sed on State aid, and the electorate and what 
lliey vote, what niillage, and tlio board of education of the citv of 
JJctroit IS going to seek an increase of 2% mills for next vear to keep 
going and this is really holdnig the line. They are not really niakin<r 
that niucli progress. ' ' " 

Senator Humphrey. Do you think that if the Federal Government 
lully funded these programs it would lend itself to waste, or to put it 
another way: if you have to participate at the local level witb all of 
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your own fiuids, do you Uiiiik Hint (his promotes greater care jiiul 
better MdiniiiistnUion'of the school hineh program? 

Mr. Bkiggs. I would sav with the staiV of people hke we have m 
Detroit, that it would not promote waste. AcUially again, we are 
fortunate. We have a dedicated group of people in the food service 
})rojrrani. I think they perhaps nuiy be the most dedicated employees 
of all of the edncatioiial people. . i> . r 

I realix.e there is a dejrree of partiality m that statement. i3ut, lor 
the most part, bad weather, cold weather, whatever the troubles are, 
our people are there. We have had blimrds in Detroit. We had food 
readv, but no students to get there. Our people braved the storm and 
<rot there, got to the school and started preparing food. 

SiMiator lJu.M!>inu:v. Do von have a breakfast program? 

Mr. BiaoGS. Wc have a breakfast program in ab(mt 12 secondary 
schools and wc had a pilot breakfast program during the second 
semester in lo olementnrv schools. 'Phc board has not really niade a 
decision on whether to continue the pilot breakfast program m the 
elemenlary schools. There was a .shared cost for it. [ can give you a 
total. Well, no; the average cost was 47 cents. 

Now, it is a very simple breakfast. Jt is not a hot breakfast: it is 
just cereal, milk, juice, and it meets the minimum requirements. And 
basically 

Senator Hu.mpuhby. For 47 cents? 

Mr. BuioGS. Yes, sir. . . 

Senator IIu.mpuuby. What kind of cereal are you giving themr 

Mr. BuiGGS. The little psu-ks of ceveal. 

Senator Hu.mphkbv. 47 cents for a glass of juice and cereal and a 
glass of milk? 

Mr. BurGGS. And the labor involved. 

Senator JIumpukky. i say that that is pretty high priced. 

Mr. BuiGGS. J agree. The problem, you know, really with this is 
that it is a school pograiu. We never estimated that it would be 
cheap. Wc came fairl}^ close to our estimated cost to the board, 
roughly 21}^ centos. , w , 

vSenator Humpurky. Is this why you do not expand your brealuast 
})ro^raiu? 

BiUGGS. I think that this has a lot to do with it. I think that it 
is going to have a lot to do with the board's decision as to whether 
we''cairex])an(l it into all of the ])overty area schools or not. 

Senator IIumpukey. I will jOst ask the gentleman. Dr. Saniter from 
Buflfftlo: were you consulted on these regulations? 

Mr. Samteu. No, sir; nor was my director of school food services. 

Senator IIumpuukv. Yet you have the second largest program in 
New York State. 

Mr. Samtbu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Humpuuky. Do you have a breakfast program? 

Mr. Samteu. Yes; wc have a ])ilot breakfast ])rograni in six schools. 
Wc arc hoping to increase that because it is self-supjmrtuig. 

Senator Humpiiuby. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Samtbu. That support of the program comes entirely, almost 
entirely, from nonlocal funds. T have to hedge on that one because 1 
have to also admit that some of our nonfood supplies that we purchase 
generally: straws, nai)kins, and things like that we ascribe as a cost to 
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the school lunch ])rognun, and yet use it in (he l)reakfiist program. I 
have not yet done an anah'sis of those items, 

S(Mia(or IIuMPHUEY. Do yon have a third meal, snch as Mr. Taylor? 

Mr. Samter. No, sir. 

Senator Hu.MPHUEY. Do you, Mr. Briggs? 

Mr. BuiGGS. No, sir; but it would be nice, really, 1 think Mr, Taylor 
has a very nice ))rogram, and he should be com])limen(ed on "(he 
breakfast and the three-aieal conce])t, 

Sena(or Humphuey. He lives in an area where he knows most 
everybody, too. I gather that that helps a li(tle bit. 

Just one final word: is it \"onr judgment (hat a breakfast ])rogram 
is valuable to the learning cai)aci(y, (o the general well-being and 
hcahh of (he students? 

Mr. Samteu. T would sa.y a categorical "yes." 

Mr. BuiGGS. I would have to sa.y I think breakfast is ])eiiia])s one 
of (he most im))er(ant meals. 

Senator IIuMPUuEY. Is (hat not often the meal that is mostneglec(ed 
for children, ))arii(iularl3' from some families? 

Mr. Buioos. 1 think it is very im])ortant; yes. 

Kena(or TIumimiuey. Thank you. 

The Chaikmax. Thank 3''ou very nujch, gentlemen. 

The ne.xt witness is Miss Jose])hine Mar(in, administrator, school 
food service ])rograni of (he Georgia De))artment of Education, 
A(lan(a, Ga. Miss Mar(in has been before this connnittee several 
])rcvious (inies and I am sure all the Senators are familiar with her 
and (he onts(anding re])u(a(ion and record she has earned for herself 
in Georgia. 

Have a seat, Miss Martin, and .you ma.y ])roceed as you will. 

Miss Martin. Thank you, sir. 1 have I)r. John Perr3"Mnan, executive 
director of the Ameiican School Food Service Associadon, whom I 
would like to have make a brief s(a(ement. 

The Chairman. Fine. You may come around. 

Miss Martin. I would like for his statement to precede mine, please, 
sir. 

Senator Talmaoge. You want Dr. Pcrryman to go first? 
Miss Martin. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You nia3' proceed as .you see fit. Dr. Perrynnin. 

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN N. PERRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, DENVER, COIO. 

Mr. Pekrvman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T am John Ferryman, 
executive diroc(or of the American School Food Service Association. 
I did not know until ^^esterday, sir, 1 was to have the piivilege of testi- 
f^'ing (oday, therefore, T do not have a wiitten s(a(ement. 

liut, I would like to make just three poin(s orall.y, if I ma.y. The 
first has to do with meals; the second has to do with attitudes, and the 
third has to do with (hning. 

I do not pose as an authority on these regulations, Mr. Chairman. I 
believe the best authori(ies on them are (he officials of the S(ate de- 
partmen(s of education throughout the country who actually ad- 
minis(er them. And so, we have contacted our Stale directoi-s through- 
out (he Nation and asked them what the.y believe the impact of these 
proposed reguln(ions will be in their individual States. 



Thus far \ve have had ro|)lies from 43 of thcin. Five have indicated 
that they were not yet prepared to indicate; the other 38 all indicated 
thev anticipated major losses if these regulations wont into eflcct. 

Xiinnesota, as an example, a loss of over $2 million, and nearby 
Maryland, nearlv S4 million. Oklahoma $1 million; California $9 
million. These figures have been (|uickly drawn. They arc anticipated 
iij^ures. T am very sure that there is a margin of error in thcni. As we 
examine them in a preliminary fashion it would appear to us that our 
Slate directors are saving across the Nation that they antici|)ate a loss 
of somewhere between $150 and S180 million, if these regulations arc 
put into force. 

Now, if we take the most conservative figm-e of SloO mdlion,_and if 
we could provide two meals for a dollar, which we cannot quite do, 
the national averaj^e is 52. oC cents per meal, but if we could provide 
two meals for a dollar, then we are talking about 300 million meals; 
300 million lunches taken out of the school lunch program during the 
current year, and these meals are taken from the poorest children. And 
this means 300 million times that a child will be in a school lunchroom 
and see other children eat and not have a meal, or 300 milhon tunes 
that he will go to sleep at his desk, or 300 million times that he \ydl not 
come to school at all, to the detriment of our S40 billion a year invest- 
ment in education, and to the tragic detriment of the child himself. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, we are troubled that there has been, perhaps 
on the highest level of the administration, a majpr change in attitude 
toward cluld feeding programs as priority items in the budget. 

The representative of the Secretary of Agriculture spoke to our 
national convention in Detroit 2 years ago in very encouraging terms, 
and he said: 

Now ij? the time to bring new thinking, now idoas and now prf>codnre.>« luU) cjiild 
fooding prognuns. Wo must ro<dlv turn on and go aU out to .see that the children 
who nood food liuve aocci^s to food progr.'uns. Tho national coninutniont has })eon 
given to us; let us ro;?pond with gn)up action, working togother whieh will aetualiy 
froo this Nutior* from hungor and malnutrition. 

That statement was made 2 years ago. 
^ In Boston hist year, again the same representative of the Secretary 
of Agriculture spoke to our national group with pride of accomplish- 
ment of what hud taken place in the past year, and he spolre of the 
national conuuitment that is embodied in President Ni.x'on's pledge 
to put an end to hunger in America itself for nil time. 

And this year, the same representative of the Department of Agn- 
cnlturc in our national convention in Minneapolis spoke to us of 
discipline and of holding the line. , 

We add to this the letter issued by the Department of Agriculture 
regarding the breakfast programs, which states flatly that we are not 
now thinking in terms of outreach ; avc are not now instructed to move 
ahead. We are told that we must stand still. 

I had occasion to be in the State of Arkansixs to talk at length with 
the State director there, and she told me of the work and the effort 
of her oflice last year to get new breakfast programs started. The 
school administrators in that one State had promised 40 new breakfast 
programs for this year and, of course, now they are advised thntsucli 
an expansion should not take place. , , 

Finally, T would wish to make a comment on the matter of timing. 
We are well into the school 3'ear. School a(huinistrators and boards of 
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education have launched their prowtnis for (he vear. This is analoijou,'^ 
to benig in a football game; the flag has been raised, the pledirc of 
allegiance has been given; (he whistle has blown and the $xanie has had 
several plays alread}^ and then the football comniissioiier conies out 
on the field and says to the oflicials: we have to stop and eonie ui) with 
a now set of rules. 

|rhe timing, it seems to us, sir, could not possibly have been worse. 

J he Chaiumax. Miss Martin. 

STATEMENT OF JOSEPHINE MARTIN, ADMINISTRATOR, SCHOOL 
FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA- 
TION, ATLANTA, GA., AND CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMIT- 
TEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION 

Miss Mautix. Thank you, Mr. Chiiirman, and members of the com- 
mittee, my name is Josephine Martin, and 1 am the administrator of 
the school food service program in Georgia. 1 a in here today because 
of my concern for the schoolchildren in my State and for all theschool- 
childrcn in the Nation. I believe their nutritional well-being is ^oms, 
to be harmed if the USDA adopts the amendments to the reguhrtioiis 
which they have propo.sed as mandates under which we in the States 
must administer and operate the national school lunch program. 

I welcome the opportunity to describe in detail how the.se rei^ula- 
tions will adversely att'ect the school lunch program in Georgia. These 
proposed rules have been described as a "breakthrough" in pro^-ram 
nmdmg. 1 \youl(l describe these proposals rather as a "breakdown" in 
Federal assistance to the States in the programs to end hunger and 
malnutrition in America's schoolrooms. 

The USDA insists its propo.sals will place a floor of 35 cents under 
tJie amount each State can expect to be reimbursed by the Federal 
Government for each free and reduced price lunch served to needy 
ehildren. Last week, for example, Assistant Secretary Richard Lyng 
said the USDA proposals "guarantee each State that, no matter how 
much It expanded its program, it eould be assured that it would be 
able to maintain a statewide average rate of 5 cents under section 4 
and a statewide average rate of 30 cents under section 11." 

I intend to show you that this pledge may not be carried out under 
propo.sed regulations because of conflicts in the reculations. The 
USDA claims the regulatioiLs will insure the schoo lunch program is 
being expanded and improved to reach more needy children, but I 
will show you how the regulations will make it more difficult for the 
States to achieve that goal; and at the same time, I will show you how 
the regulations have the effect of rewriting portions of Public Law 
91-248 which the Congress enacted last year and also the formula for 
general cash for food assistance (sec. 4). 

The USDA has sought to emphasize the need for a "high degree of 
management integrity," as Secretaiy Lyng told us last mouth at the 
annual convention of the American School Food Service Association. 
He said the department would show "proper eoneern and demand 
proper responsibility for prudent decisions and for good management." 
I will descnbe for you how the USDA's own actions fall short of this 
rhetoric, and in fact, cfcate an environment in which the States arc 
unable to carry out this laudable goal. 
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Let, nic cinphasi/.e that our (lisagrecnient with the USDA is not 
over the goals which the words portray; rather, it is with the actions 
the (lepartineiit proposes to take to help iH carry out those goals. 

1 am 11 Stale director, responsible for the child nutrition programs 
which are operated in 99 percent of the public and private schools m 
Georgia. School adminislrators, school food service directors m each 
school district, and the State departmont of education togeiher are 
the operating: and administrative personnel who will dcterinin(» the 
success or failure of the national school lunch program and in fact all the 
child nutrition programs. 

The CiiAiiLMAN. Miss Martin, will you siK^pend temporarilyr 
Unfortunately the Chair has an appointment which will demand his 
departure for the Democratic Policy Committee meeting at r2:;K). 
If Senator Humphrey and Senator Ellender can preside until you have 
completed your testimony, and then if it is agreeable to the rest of 
the witnesses, and Dr. Lyng, and members of the committee, we will 
reconvene at 2 p.m. 

Is that agreeable with Senator Ellender and Senator Humphrey? 

Senator Hu.mpiiuey. Yes, sir. 

Sen;itor Ellkndku. I will try my best, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator TAL.\iAn(.E. And who wants to take the Chair temporarily? 
Senator Hu.mpiiuev. The most distinguished chairman. 
Senator ELbB.VDBu. You go ahead. 

Senator Tauiadgb. Senator Humphrey. E.xcuse mc, and J will see 
3''0U at 2 p.m. 

You may proceed, Miss Martin. 
Miss Mautin. Thank you, sir. 

In the nature of the federal system of government we practice, 
sometimes T wonder if the Federal level is aware of or responsive to 
needs of the State and local levels where the problcins are and the 
action is. There are no hungrv children in this committee room, nor 
on the door of the Senate or the House. There are no hungry children 
in the office of the Secretarv of Agriculture, nor in my office in Atlanta. 
The hungry children are' in the schools where nutrition programs 
must be operated to feed them. 

Now, the Congress has said that all needy children shall bo fed; 
and President Nixon has said that all needy children .shall be fed- 
he promised it would be done by la.^,t Thanksgiving. I along with the 
other 50 school lunch director.^, and all school district food service 
personnel want to do this. We want to see that every child is fed 
because we believe a hungry child cannot learn. 

We recognize that if this job is going to be done— if the rhetoric is 
to become a tiuidble rejUiiy— then school food service personnel will 
be the persons who do it. If we don't, we ask who will? However, we 
cannot convert promises into food, and we can only convert resources 
into better nutrition. 

Thus, I and the otlier Stale school food service directors were dis- 
mayed when the USDA last March told the Congress that the 
States could achieve an expansion in the school lunch program during 
1972 with no more funding than in 1971. Charts No. 1 and 2 indicate 
the level of Federal assistance to Georgia for the fiscal years 1970, 1971, 
and 1972, and the pupil participation in those years. Is it any wonder, 
in looking at those charts, that; State directors are alarmed over the 
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proposed fundiiii]; pnttern? Cluu t 1 reMects nn increase of $10,400,000 
in 1971 ovev 1970 and (enUtive allocations for 1972 rellcct$4.o million 
decrease in apportionment. Chart 2 reflects an increase of 12 million 
free and reduced lunches in 1071, and with full implementation of 
J^ibhc Law 91--248, we project 63.8 million free and reduced lunches in 
1072. But how will we, can we ever reach that goal with only 35 cents 
ner meal, and with no assurance of even 35 cenUs per meal? 

It was clear to the State directors and American School Food 
Service Association in March that a national program to serve lunclscs 
to all nee(l3' children could not succeed if the Federal Governnieiit 
limited its contribution to a niaNinnnn of 35 cents for everv lunch 
served. USDA gave authoritv in March 1972 that pcM-mitted us to 
pay up to 42 cents per meal \>y using section 32 funcls. 

And I would insert here that this "wjis also the authoritv that per- 
mitted Te.vas to ])ay Mr. Taylor the high levels of reimbursement the 
last 2 months. U]) until that time we did not have the authority. 

In Georgia, for example, a school lunch cost 44 cents, on theaveraire, 
|;^st war; and the co.st will be higher this year bv at least 5 ])orcent. 
The Georgia General Assembly a])])rol)riate(l %z\2 million for school 
luncii i)rograins for this year or about three times as much as the 
Congress requires under the State matching ])ro vision. As Georgia is a 
large State, the State funds will ])rovi(le onlv2 cents ])er lunch. 

Thus, with 35 cents from the USDA aiid 2 cxjnts from the State 
ninds, (he cost of a lunch will be about 7 cents higher than we sup- 
l)ose(lly can ])ay, on the average. ]f we serve all the needy children we 
can reach in Georgia, then we must oi)erate the ])rogram at a SO million 
(lehcit. We could trv, I sui)i)ose, to get the local school boards to as- 
sume these costs. However, their budgets are set, and revenues are 
down, ritle I and GEO moneys are gone. The result then will be that 
niany schools and i)ossibly entire school districts will sim])ly dro]) out 
of the national school lunch ])rogram. 

We have heard that several school districts in Connecticut will not 
have lunch lU'ograms in 1971-72 because of deficits, and at least two 
bw-income schools in Lincoln, Nebr., have canceled plans for school 
lunch i)rograms. School o])erating costs alreadv arc high, and com- 
munities do not have additional ta.x dollars available to i)ick up tiiese 
l)rograni costs. 

Georgia figures have been used as an e.\am])le to describe (he i)rob- 
lem. "J his muUii)lied 50 times i)resents the national ])rol)lem. Dr. 
1 erryman has given a suumiary of a survey conducted by the American 
School 1^00(1 Service Association which is .summarized in the sum- 
mary report which is attached. This re])ort show.s the amount of 
lu'ojected deficit by each State and certain school districts within 
these States. The national average cost of i)roducing a meal cxdudinj^ 
USDA funds m 1970-71 was 52.6 cents i)er meal. The i)rojected 
dehcit/ for 1971-72 for all the States based on the survey by American 
School Food Service Association is $187 miilioii. It woidd'be a shame 
if national jjolicy and national rhetoric were to combine in such a wa\'' 
as to deny better nutrition to all children. 

We, however, have not been able to get to these arguments in a 
meaningful way with the USDA, and therefore to the Congress, be- 
first must contend with the fact that the 35-cent floor which 
the USDA promises is a fiscal mirage. 
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The USD A regulations, as opposed (o the USD A chums will ac- 
tuallv require mc to set an averge rcinihursoiuent ra(e of about 15 
cents from USDA funds for meals served to needy children, or about 
20 cents less than Secretarv Lvw^ told the Congress ] will receive. 

I will be required to take the funds allocated to Geoiijia for helping 
iieedv children and determine the amount] can i)ay local schools by 
this formula: Divide the dollar amount— which is $9.7 million— hy the 
number of free or reduced i)ricc lunches I i)lan to serve this year. 
Some 03.8 million. , . 

Under this formula the USDA ai)i)ears to be i)roi)osing a limit 
on the reimbursement rate from si)ecial cash assistance forms in 
Gcoriria to 15 cents a lunch for needy children. 

Now, this requirement, if vou would like a citation, this proposed 
regulation is 210-1 1 (B)(1). , - ^ x^oi^ . 

J say ai)i)ears because elsewhere in the regulations the U^iJA 
is i)roi)osing to reimburse the States at 30 cents for each lunch servet 
to needy children after a minimum number (or base) of free or reduced 
iH'ice lunches has been reached. , . 

(1 ai)ologize to the committee if what f am saying is confusing. 
It is not me, but the language of the regulations as ])roi)osod. ue 
have asked the USDA to clarify what ai)pears to be a contradiction, 
and to omit the cumbersome bases, but nothing as yet lias been 
forthcoming.) ^ , , . , . . , 

As of today, I can only assume that T would be ahlc to roinibur.se 
local schools only 15 cents for each free and reduced lunch from 
section 11 funds and i)erliaps, after a time, when we have reached a 
tri*T<rcM- i)oint, 1 could raise the i)aynient to 30 cents for each lunch 
seiwed to a needv child. The liarsb truth, however, is that unless 1 
can reimburse local districts at least 40 centv^ for a free or reduced 
l)rice lunch, from the start to the finish of tlm school year, then 1 
mav not have to worry about trigger i)oiiits, biise ilgures or anything 
else the dei)artnient inay devise. . . , , , 

Now the USDA will say that 1 can give individual schools more 
than 30 cents from special at^sistance funds if that is necessary to 
insure the needy child is fed in a i)articular school. That is all well and 
good, except 1 must do it within an average reimbni'swnent rate 
(which means I must do it within cumbersome guidehncs \yliicli 
reward poor management and i)romote unsound business practices). 

Higher reimbursements are allowed only where a huicli program is 
costing a school more than is typical of the State as a whole, and cliem 
the oi)erating costs would e.vceecl its lunch i)rograni revenues, andwhere 
remedial action will eliminate a deficit. This regulation only makes 
it. harder, if not imi)ossiblc, for me to resi)ond to the many varvinc; 
conditions and situations I can ex])ect to find within the 219 school 
districts in Georgia. (The 15 and 30 cents would be in addition to 
5--G cents from section 4 funds.) 

I'liis is an exnmi)le of bow the proi)osed rules will restrict the i)ro- 
<nam. Let me cite other exami)les of where the regulations i)mi)osed 
by the USDA will actually deny authority to the States wliicb the 
dongress e.vtended to them. „. r 

Last year, Kentucky for e.\ami)le, spent Sl^i million from section 
32 funds on the sclioof breakfast i)rogram, as the State was allocated 
oiilv 8317,262 from breakfast funds. The only reason Kentucky 
cou'ld expand its program to 500 schools ns it did w.is by tbc transfer 
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of funds from otliei- child iiutiitioii prognun aclivilies Unless tlio 
Inuisfer aullion(.y is exlended, KtMKucky breakfasL piognuns will 
collapse by laic Soplcniber. The Congress aulhorixod (iTo (rmW ' • 
mithon y „i Public ]>a\v 91-248 as a way (o give (he Slates increased 
l exibilily lu the innnn!i;cii;..'i; of funds; as a war for (ho S(a(e< (o 
dclermine grea(est needs of their S(a(e. 

Overall, the S(a(es )ast year speiU, $20 million on (he breahfa-;(. 
propinn even (hough (he appropi ia(ion from the Congress was $15 
million. 1 ins indicates, 1 believe, the wisdom of iJermitting (he Sta(e 
to adjust programs to local needs. 

Tins audiority will no longer be available (o (he S(a(e.% however, not 
because the C ongre.ss ba.s repealecl any authority, but because the 
UbDA hius directed that State.'; will earn section 32 funds onlv for 
iroo or reduced lunches served, and has made no provi.<;ion for tran.sfer 
of funds from any programs Jn reality, this is a double blow. 

Un the hrstj of this month USDA informed the States that breahfa>;t 
program funds would be restricted (o .?1S.5 million even though the 
Congress had appropriated .$25 million. With ano(her .$3 niillion 
carryover from hseal year 1971, the USDA actuallv has ."528 million 
available for breakfast, or over .$]() million more than the Department 
now nroposed O spend. In o/rcct, the breakfast progranl will be 
tlle''uSDA ' ^" ■'^1'^'"''""? «ct by 

The regulatioiLs also propo.se to rowriie the legi.slalive poliev another 
way l>ast year the States .^^pent nearly $38 million to modernize old 
kitcheiLS am equip new cafeteria facilities, even though the Congress 
a|)proi>riated only $ Hi million directly. The Congres.s uiKhorized^SSS 
a SrU'.'^i'i^' ^ -l' mV' Vf-^^- ' l^cpartment only 

aulhorhJ <liflerence was made up with the transfer 

'J'he 'department in addition to cutting off the transfer power, has 
proposed that half of the SIG million available for nonfood alsistance- 
filSTtias'' ^ SPC"*' schools" without 

Perinis.sion for States to spend tho.>;e funds in .schools wi(,h facilities 
even after March 1 negates legislative intent that half the nonfood 
.u-,sistm>cc fund.s would be u.sed e.Yclu.sively to e.vpand programs (o 
schools without facilities in schools, regardless of the meager nature of 
tho.sc r|>cih(ies. A eagerne.s.s or adequacy are not considered in allo(!a(- 
1 g half the „ds. let, (he regulation.s favor (he S(ates that have 
moie schools without facilities by permitting intended funds for tho.se 
schoots to be used in schools with facilities after March 1 

iJie oflect of this regulation also will delay or postpone expenditures 
of nonfood assistance funds, thereby resulting in unexpended funds at 
llm close of the year, 

way '° P'"oi'oses to rewTite legislative policy in still another 

the budget request for 1972 contained the same amount for section 
4 purposes appropriated in 1971 when the program growth by USDA 
figures would require an additional $18 million to ijrovide a 5 cents 
average. 1 be Department now pro|)o.ses to guarantee 5 cenLs to all 
btates mcluding those that earned loss by the formula. The Depart- 
ment proposes to do this at the expense of 37 States that had earned 
more than 5 cents. By using section 32 funds to .supplement section 
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4, les.s section 82 nionoy will be sivnilnblc for special cash nssislanoe. 
for free and reduced lunches in all Slates. 

We have requested a 5-cent floor for all Statas since (he early 19G0 s, 
so we arc pleased thai the Department has recogni/.cd (hat need. 
Wc wonder if it is within the prerogative of the Department to provide 
a regulation that has the effect of changinj; t!;c formula for earnings 
funds in the National School J-unch Act. The goal of o cents could 
have been acliicved had additional sectiok4 funds been requested by 
the Department in the budget request and if Congress bad approved 
the request, of course. 

For longer than 1 care to remember, caeli school year has begun 
with uncertainties regarding the amount of financial support the iuvl- 
eral Government would provide, and worried that whcu we \vere told 
it would not be suflicient to our needs. With the new law last, year, 
we accepted with reluctance the obstructions as growing problems. 

'Jliis year, however, was expected to be different. The Congress 
completed action on the appropriations for the child-feeding programs 
as the fiscal vear was beginning, more than 2 months before school 
was to begin*; the Congress provided authority for the Secretary of 
Aixncidtnre to spend SfOO million from section ;i2— in addition to the 
increased nnionnts in the child nutrition appropriations— for schoo 
lunch. And, further, the Secretary announced in Juno the nationa 
eli":il)ility standards for children who are eligible to receive free and 
reduced price lunche.?. r \ r 

Jt was a headv period where many of ns felt that, for the In-st time, 
wo could reallvsbow what the States could do with meaningful Kedend 
support. That .<ensc of hope is rapidly disappearing, and the IO7I772 
school vear is beginning to parallel the c(mfusion and disorgani^cation 
which cbaracteriml the start of the school year in 1970-71. 

We managed to overcome the shaky start a year ago, and carried 
the school lunch program to a record level of service to needy children, 
and to all school cliildren. llather than start from that plateau, it 
appears that the school lunch program is headed in the wrong direct nm. 

jf the propo.sed regulations are to become the policy for the school 
hmch i)rogram (his vear. (hen it will mean that: 

1. The level of funding to the States will not sustain the school 
lunch and breakfast pro^rram opera tin"; in April and May 1971 nor 
the objectives contained in the State plans of operation; 

2. It will mean the lack of tran.'^fer authority will strip the States 
of the flexibility needed to strengthen the child nutrition program by 
adjusting it to'the individual needs of the States; 

3. It will mean the efforts to restrict the funding availability will 
create uiiworkal)le and undesirable administrative procedures; 

4. It will mean the intent of Public Law 91-248 and Public T^iw 02-32 
cannot be fulfilled. . 

Mr. Chairman, scliool food service people arc connnitted to fullill 
(he intent of Public Law 01-248; school food service people are re- 
sponsible for administering the program at State and lo. al levels. 
Heasonable regulations and adequate funding are two ])rcrequisites 
to implement child nutrition programs in accordance with congres- 
sional intent. ... 1 

The specific comments relating to propo.sed regulations prepared 
for American School Food Service Association by an ad hoc commit- 
tee of State directors and major city directors were transmitted to 
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M 'lorl)crt Korcx in acconhmce with USDA instniftions. liowovtM*, 
] V. ;';h to smmnari/.c (he reconnnoiuhUions which AiiRM-ican Sdiool 
Food ScM'vicc Associntiou believes necessary if wc are lo fnlfiil lite 
connniUnenl : 

{!) Increase level of apporlionnienl to Slates from section 11 nnd 
section 32 funds for free and reduced niealu nuisi be increased to a 
nuAinunn of 40 cents per meal. 

(2) liliniinate concept of establishing ii base for paid and free 
lunch es> 

(3) Provide for transfer of funds between sources within the Siaie 
to permit individual Staters (he flexibility and autonomy in deiennine 
the priorities for funding within States. 

(4) We would ask they rewrite criteria for States to use \\\ deter- 
mining eligibility for rates in excess of 30 cent:? per meal to simplifv 
and permit higlicr rates wherever needed. 

(5) )Vc would ask they rewrite regulations on nonfood assistsmce 
that will permit the use of funds, and regulations that will use funds 
in accordance with congressional intent. " 

Finnlly, i wish to thank you for this oj)portunity lo have dialoir 
with USDA pertaining to the needs of child niitntion programs, and 
nnikc one final recommendation that USDA be nrged: 

(1) To involve program administration (CSSO, SD, FSD) in i(icnti- 
fyhig needs (funding and procedural); 

(2) That they he m'ged to present realistic budget proposals which 
reflect opportnnilies for growth and expansion, and; 

(3) That they be m-ged to issue regulations by .\ray 1 which are 
expected lo be ed'ective the following school year.' 

Many additional children received improved nutrition in 1970-71 
in spite of difliculties encountered in late funding, restrictive reirula- 
tions, and uncertainties in fund utilization. The history of school food 
service success has been built on cooperation, meanin^^ful dialoir, 
and imiformity of purpose. We, the school food service pradilioneis, 
earncsUy seek to put an end to hunger in American schoolrooms for 
all children, and we know that sncli a goal will only be achieved 
Ihrouj^h cooperation, uniformity of purpose, and dedication lo the 
American School Food Service Association theme, ^'Always the Child 
Fiist." 

1 would hope that this connnittee can prevail upon the Secretary of 
Agricuiture to suspend any farther action of the proposed regulati()ns, 
and to assure the States and school districts that a level of fnntling 
will be available (even if it means asking for more money) to continue 
Ihe progress we have begun lo nuike in child nutrition programs. 1 
would hope tlmt this connnittee would insist that the Department 
establish reasonable regulations that reflect l<nowle(lgc of the prob- 
lems involved in food service administr ition at State and local level. 

Our concern is "Always the Child I'irst." Will you ask the Depart- 
ment lo place a high priority on the future of our country — ils children. 

In behalf of American School Food Service Association, I think this 
important committee for bohUng this hearing to focus attention on 
the dilemma faced by school food service personnel. 

1 thank you for the privilege of appearing here today. 
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(The attachments to Miss ?xlartiii's statcincnt arc as follows:) 

SUMMARY REPORT, ff.cE AND REDUCED PRICE LUriCHEOH PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 1971-72 



State or school district 



Alabama 

Birmingham... 

Alaska: Anchorage,... 

Arizona 

Phoenix (Is^ac District No. 5), 

Phoenix 

Tucson 

Arkansas 

California . 

Oakland., 

Sacramento 

Palm Springs 

Colorado.—.-.-. 

Littleton .— T- 

Denver. ». 

Connecticut 

East Haven 

Delaware 

Florida 

Miami - 

Brov/ard County. 

Bay County 

Baker County 

Hillsborough County 

Palm Beach County 

Geori^ra 



Columbus (Muscoaec County School District).. 

Atlanta.... 

De Kalb County 

Macon ■ 

Hawaii - 

Idaho. Jerome. 

Illinois.... t — 

Chicago (Archidtocese of) 

Indiana 

Indianapolis.... 

Iowa..,,,...... 

Ames - 

Kansas. ^ 

Shawnee Mission 

Dodge City - 

Wichita .- 

Kentucky, Todd^Coynty 

Louisiana .U. 

New Orleans. 

Maine.. 

Maryland 

Monlgomerv County.- 

Baltirtiore Cfounty 

Massachusetts 

Boston 

Michigan: 

Detroit 

Levonia. 

Midland 

Minnesota... «... 

Minneapolis.,.. 

Crosby....... 

St. Louis County — > 

Mississippi 

Greenodle 

Missouri 

St. Louis 

Kansas City 

Hazelwood School District.... 

Kirkwood 

Montana.... 

Great Falls - 

Nebraska 

Omah; 

Nevada: Las Vegas 

Nev/ Hampshire 

New Jersey 

Patterson 

Newark - 

Elizabeth 



Number type A 
lunches 
served. 
1970-71 
(free or 
reduced) 



Number type A 
lunches ta 
be served. 
1971-72 
(Free or 
reJuced) 



3S.7S9.30S 
2.606.563 
234.000 
7,434,«3 
52.220 
42.220 
930. 8S9 
18,873.010 
Se.OCKJ.OO-D 
3,455,510 
1,285.411 
43. 246 
8,5$0,iW 
25.435 
3,094,057 
4, 8S, 213 
72.232 
1,724, 159 
35,674.477 
5,37C, 195 
2.6S3.3S4 
418.830 
100,^7 
3,560.067 
2,5«.226 
44.293,239 
1.05a 517 
7.005,695 
756.851 
1.311. 435 
1.945,713 
35,633 
47,255, 707 
1,374, 559 
9,332.652 

I. 915.463 
6,783,939 

18.941 
4,766.830 
90,727 
76,188 
643,000 
78.031 
37,345.845 
72.000 
4,677.677 
14,533.800 
475.235 
327.162 

II, 677,391 
988,027 

5,800.657 
32.585 
44,100 
13.563.160 
2,683.045 
36.058 
159.709 
34,715.547 
709,885 
15,449,143 
3.500.000 
2,114.997 
10.643 
10.932 
1,573,014 
170.40) 
5,166.556 
1,602,318 
479,935 
1.907,254 
17,154,000 
522.381 
5,495,241 
738,717 



40.000.000 
2.668.812 
277. 2C0 
10,000.000 
75,000 
50.000 

I. O-^O.OOO 
22,703.962 

133,500.000 

4. COO, 000 
1,542.^93 

57.000 

II, 000.000 

31.000 
3,500.000 . 
5,312, 139 

72,000 
2.5O0.OGO 
43,057.674 

5, £59, ISO 
3,000,000 

55J.265 
101.197 
4.32i,600 
3,000.000 
63.^.511 
1,075. 517 
7.451.066 
800.000 
1,861,569 
2,288.000 
40.000 
52.272.000 
1,700.000 . 
27.058.940 
2,563.739 
9,900,000 
20,000 
6.595, S65 
95.260 
77.688 
1,000.000 . 

93.690 
48.600,000 
77.000 
6,630.000 
15,937. 180 
1,110,000 
500,000 
16.200.000 
3.554,040 

7,000,000 
•6.800 
50.000 
14.919.476 
3,000,000 
50,000 
165,000 
33,187, 101 
735.000 
20,000.000 
6.000,000 
2,326.496 
10.648 
12.000 
1,844.460 . 

200,000 
6,202.800 
2.052.300 
749.835 
2,155,187 
24.300,000 

525,341 . 
64.000.000 
838,323 



Anticipated 
loss trt 
1971-72 
at 35 cents 



$5. 250.000.00 
373,633.63 
85.100.C0 
1.476,159.00 
8.775.00 
17.700.00 
150.000. GO 
937,622.00 
9,000.000.00 
724.C0Q.00 
116,927.3^1 
11,400. Ca) 
550,000.00 
29. 450. CO 



7C0, 
22, 

6.916. 
412, 
222. 
67, 
13, 
367. 
150, 
6,002, 
75. 
500 
80, 
136, 
455. 
1, 

ie,ooo. 



000. CO 
320.00 
(0 
66S.C0 
358.00 
300. CO 
710.00 
356.G0 
586.C0 
000. CJ) 
794. CO 
2E6.i9 
003.00 
000.00 
156.90 
600.00 
600.00 
000. CO 



5,251,104.00 
307.647.60 
352.440.00 
3,500.00 
659,586.50 
20,000.00 
8,500,000.00 



12, 179.70 
0 
0 

1,326. 000. CO 
3. 526. 795. CO 
388.500.00 
m COO. 00 
3,240,000.00 
243.783.00 

1,400.000.00 
2 1.402.14 
6, 500.00 
2,154,000.00 
750.000.00 
6,500.00 
21.450.0a' 
1,140,000.00 
30.000.00 
4.000, 000.00 
750.000.00 
465. 299. '^O 
44.000.00 
2.400.00 



60.000.09 
496,224.00 
420,000.00 
64,435.00 
215.518.70 
3 019,000.00 

'i;936.'6o6.66 

159.231.37 



Footnotes at end of table. 
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SUMMARY REPORT, FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCHEON PROGRAM. FISCAL YEAR 1971-72-Conlinued 



State or school district 



Number type A 
lunches 
served, 
1970-71 
(Free or 
reduced) 



Number type A 
lunches^to 
be served, 
1971-72 
(Free or 
reduced) 



Anticipated 
los- in 
1971-72 
at 35 cents 



New Mexico 11.187,023 

Albuquerque 2,151,923 

Ga""P- — 1,230,312 

SanteFe 500,686 

New TOiK _ 9*^ 000 000 

Sweet Home Central School District. ._..„.\".\\V.\".".'."."."." " y'coo 

Buffalo.. _ " 4 08Z758 

Horin Carolina «'22q afi? 

wiastoa-saiem i::;:"::: 1 096757 

"orthDakota 2;286;001 

Ohio .. 24,419,524 

Cleveland 3,338,359 

201,304 

Columbus _ 1 591 

Cmcinnati 2,' 866] 733 

S-^'on 1,467,415 

1,263.972 

» SCVVVL- 289,857 

New Philadelphia. 26,946 

0^'a5oma 12,892,752 

I uisa, ............ 927 558 

Oklahoma City 1,G45'000 

^'^^V, M — 5,926:467 

Portland. , T 473 112 

Pennsylvania, "."I"!;;: 22',442,'315 

Elizabeth 29 847 

rl!4F"?^"V ■ 4.188:618 

Cheltenham Township..* 6 790 

Philadelphia 4,809:661 

Mcnongahela „ 54 qoO 

M«;rr>'sville.. 22 832 

East Allegheny School District [['," 299*460 

Marrietta..... .„ 14 395 

Legonier , II. II!"!" 19*800 

Shaler Area School District... I. "I! 6* 000 

Plymouth Meeting 31*477 

Fort V/ashinglon... Ill I III! III." n*9S5 

South Carolina -ji 7qi'c7q 

South Dakota IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 2:900:000 

Tennessee 29,179.653 

"e^P.'ljS 7.000,000 

^PO'^viHe 656,214 

}^!"|sp<j»t 110,561 

- "ashville ■ 1,617,503 

T^'^".. 50,930,126 

S'^st'" 1,337,711 

M?s. 3,787,408 

V-.— 1,333,543 

Corpus Christi , i; 061, 150 

?^!iwrVh 3.720,979 

Fott Worth 1,090,532 

Utah. 4 241 

Grant School District " * 603* 000 

Davis County H. 318:380 

Vef";?" 1,454,000 

... 85,565 

Vir£inia: 

Ne.vport News 739 356 

Arlington County IlHIIIIIIIirilll 180*000 

<^*airfax County 476 989 

Waslnngton IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 10,245:426 

Northshore School District 25 888 

WestVirginia i^jS^n 

V/iSconsin 7,427,518 



12.000,000 
2.582.308 
1,275 000 
755,000 
110,000.000 . 
12.000 
3. 750.000 
48.652.409 
1.276.757 
2,500,000 . 
26,500,000 
5,312, 199 
215,000 
1,600,000 
3,000,000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 
450.000 
30,000 
14,697,737 
1,159.448 
2.000.000 
8, 473, 249 
1,732,500 
23,400,000 
39,000 
3,587,580 

10,620 ., 
8,447, 400 
60. 000 
25.000 
389,298 
17,525 
30,000 
47, 840 
34,624 
14,000 
52.800.000 
5,525,000 
31.500, 000 
7,500,000 
750, 000 
135,000 
2,644, 800 
88,500,000 
1,515, 960 
4,700,000 
^, 500, 000 
2.500,000 
5,437,440 
1,658,432 
4,259,050 
660, 000 
100,000 
1,900,000 
90,000 

813,842 
230,000 
524,688 
12,59? %(i 

m no 

28.3t^OC0 
501,244 
9,900,000 



1,200. 000,00 
82.375.63 
185.000.00 
604,800.00 

' "sVeodlod 
950.000. 00 

3.259,711.00 
293,654.00 

'"5","5$5l0OOl60 
1,965,513.63 
55,000.00 
320, 000. CO 
210, 000.00 
380,000,00 
500,000.00 
47,000.00 
5,658.45 
1,000,000.00 
200.000,00 
317,027.00 
1,475, 175.54 
361,471.56 
5,000,000.00 
10,000.00 
748,203.00 

""777,"l"6il00 
12,960.00 
10.000.00 
52.764.94 
6. 200.00 
10,000.00 
9,568.00 
10.387.20 
4.900.00 
9,891,200.00 
828.750.00 
2, 772,000.00 
975,000.00 
26.250.00 
34,750.00 
259,190.00 
8,850,000.00 
197,177.00 
569,466.00 
750.000.00 
125,000.00 
652,493.00 
331.685.-10 
468.495.00 
6.600.00 
15,000.00 
600,000.00 
16,650.00 

48,000.00 

77,003.00 
5,246,88 
2,668,000.00 

13.939.40 
2,661,300.00 

45,823.93 
1,435,500.00 



ADDENDUM INFORMATION REVIEV/ED TOO LATE FOR TABULATION 



M;?h?^^f • ^^''^ - 2, 147, 260 2,301,000 345, 150,00 

KSrAMr;:"j;r"" 16,440,549 25,000,000 3,500,000.00 

iaSrf. L« P^^^^^ 282,379 300,000 27 900. 00 

Sanderlon,Pa 1^725 1^743 q 

1 Insufficient data. 

2 Lunches discontinued in elementary schools— high schools Only, 
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CHART NO. 1 

COMPARISON OF TENTATIVE ALLOCATIONS, GEORGIA-FISCAL YEARS 1970-72 





1970 


1971 


1972 


Difference 




$7,583,774 

2,345.755 


$10,018,000 
8,630,000 


$9,792,918 
9,689.669 .. 


-$225,972 




4.578.506 

14,508.035 


6.321,685 

24,969.685 
372.386 
466,563 








326.402 

280,291 


740,020 


» 36. 304 


< Projected deficit. 


CHART NO. 2 
PARTICIPATION-DATA 












1969-70 


1970-71 


Projected 
1971-72 






146.452.482 


152.055.403 


157.784.940 
63,859,511 






32.494,780 
79 
22 


44.307.188 
83 
29 . 



Senator Humpiuiey (presiding). I want to thank you on behalf of 
the committee, Miss Martin, for a very coniprohcnsivc statenicn( and 
analysis of the proposed regulations as they afl'ect the Slate of Georjria, 
aiul for .your verv constructive recommendations. There are a number 
of queslions which Senator Talmadge was asking each of the witnesses, 
whicdi [ will take the liberty of asking you. 

What rate of reimbursement were your schools receiving jor Iree 
lunches at the end of the last school year? ^ ^ i i 

MissMARTix. We were paying all schools 42 cents for free lunclies 
at* the eiui of the last school year. This was made possible Jif^or ^^'^^ 
received aiithoritv from the U'SDA in March. , -y. 

Senator HuMpimEY. So, there were some bonus payments involved 

in that? . . .11/ > 

Miss Mahtix. Yes, sir. Well, we had restrictions on the last year s 
program because of the regulations known as the 12-cent rule, and 
those regulations were rescinded March 9, and we were permitted (o 
do what should have been done at the beginning of the last school 

^^Seliator Humphrey. What rate of reimbursement did you expect 
that your schools would receive for free lunches during the 1971-72 

school year? ^ ^ 1 1 

Miss Mahtin. We projected 42 ceucS for free lunches. 
Senator Humphrey. What rate of reinibursemeni will your schools 

receive under the new regulations? 

Miss Mahtix. 36 cents. . o 

Senator Humphrey. You will be down 6 cents from your projection ^ 
Miss Martix. Yes, sir. . w ^1 1 • 

Senator HuMPHUEY. What will be the degree of deficit on the basis 

of a 6-cent reduction? That is aggregate deficit? 
Miss Martix. This will be apjM'o.ximately, if you take it on the 

basis of the aggregate deficit, S6 million. 
Now, just as the Secretary and the Department wmls us to have 

wise fiscal iiianageinent, we'^ study each school's operating practices 
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and Uic 0])cr;iUng balniiro, and n.ssign rn(GS according (o (heir ncodj;; 
ba.sed on the actual needs of the schools in Geori^ia, and bv assigninix 
a lesser rate for reduced-price lunches, we would have a deficit of $4 
nnlhon. 

Senator Hu.mphuev. Do you think that you operate an efficient 
program? 

Miss Mahtix. We like to think that we do. We have an extensive 
(rainui^ program. Wo oniphasixe high standards of managenieiit. We 
make food-cost analysis, labor-cost analysis. We provide the local 
school superintendent with this information, (n) on the individual 
schools in his school district, (b) on his school district, and (c) on tlie 
State in order that he may compare what is happeains: in his district 
with what is happening in other school districts throughout the Stated 

We are constantly making food cost analyses to determine what 
the food costs or the meal production costs are in Georgia: from (his 
wo can spot poor management practices, we work whh schools (o 
eliminate poor management practices rather than arbi(rarilv increasin<x 
levol« of assistance. 

Senator Hu.mphkkv. Do you think these new reguhUions will 
nnprove the fiscal management of your program? 

Miss M.yuTiN. No, sir; f do not see how these regula(ions will help 
the Georgia food service program in any way. 33ut, they will hurt. 
1 estorday I was talking with a school supcriu(endent who said "we 
are going (o continue (he program as we had last year, but I do not 
know what will happen when we use up our reserves." 

Senator Hu.NiPimRv. Does your school svs(em have any means of 
securing the funds needed to make up this deficit? 

Miss Mautin. No, sir. As T indica(e(l, the State is alreadv appro- 
priatmg $3.2 million per year. Our Governor has just asked (he Sta(e 
department of education to cut $5 million from its budget, and (he 
tendency is to reduce State spending rather than to increase tlie 
s|^)en(ling. Local school systems are faced with the same problems. 
Going to (.he people for more revenue, and particularlv at this time 
of year, it is very difficult because local school budgets were requested 
to be set and approved by July 1. 

So, the budget is established for this year. 

Sena(or Humpiiuky. Do you feel that you can carry out the require- 
ments of the law to provide a free meal to every child who cannot 
aflord to pay, under these regulations? 

Miss Mautin. No, sir; 1 do not. 

Senator IIumphkev. In other words, you arc saying that these 
regulations do not phase into or tie in adequately with the require- 
ments of the public law? 

Miss Martin. No, sir. As the superintendent who called mv office 
ves(or(lay said, "We will have to chansce our free and reduced price 
lunch policy." 

Senator Humphrey. Were you eonsuKed on these regulations? 

Miss Marvin. No, sir; T was not consulted. However, the Depart- 
ment of Agricultm-e did have a representative group of school food 
service people in to advise during the latter part of March and (he 
fn-st 2 ihyi^ of April of this year to talk about the regulations for this 
school j^ear. And the};- made a very fine selection of people, and the 
comniit(ee came up with some excellent recommendations. 
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But, as Briggs has indicated, these regidations do not refloct 
(he roconimeudations of that coniniittee with, 1 believe, the one 
oxeeption of rescinding the 12-ecnt rule. 

Senator Humphrey. So, in other words, the advisory coniniittee 
made reeoniniendations, but the regulations that came from the 
Dei)artnient do not reflect the counsel of the advisory eomuiittee? 

Miss Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator IIumpiirev. Is that your statement? 

Miss Martin. Yes, sir; and I did take a look at the reeominenda- 
tions of that eonunittce 2 days ago, and L beli.'3ve the only one was the 
rescinding 6f the l2-eent rule. 

Senator IIumpiirev. Do you have a breakfast j)rogram? 

Miss Martin. Yes, sir; we have n breakfast^we had breakfast 
programs in 150 schools last year. Maybe it was 146; one of our 
objectives in our State plan of operation this year wa,s to double the 
school breakfast proirram. One hundred seventy-six schools have 
applied for the school breakfast program, and WQ have approved 
those applications, which means we will run out of money since we 
cannot use other resources to transfer into the school breakfast 

proiyrani. , , , 

We have been working with the Ailaiita .school people diligently 
foi' 2 or 3 years to trv to get a breakfast program started in that city, 
and we are very hopeful that this year they have worked out a funding 
arrangement with another agencv to take care of the labor costs. 
Thev mean to hiing 5,000 or 0,000 children into the breakfast pro- 
<rrain, from Modol Cities area. I simply do not have the heart to tell 
them now ''you cannot be approved" when they have worked for a 
couple of rears to get the breakfast program started. So. we will 
start because we believe, we liave full faith that we will be able to 
implement 91-248 and 9232. 

Senator IIumpiirev. Now, the administration requested $12 miMiou 
for the breakfast program, and we increased that to S25 million. I 
oftcred some, amendments here that provided for pi-epayment for the 
cost of the breakfast program, so we tried to remove some of the 
difficulties thei"e for low-income areas. And they authorr/ed then the 
Sccretarv to pay up to 100 percent of the operating cost of the pro- 
gram where there was .severe need as compared, 1 believe, with SO 

percent before. ^ ^ ^ , -i 1 1 i 

So, we doubled the program, the amount of funds available, and 

actual appropriations were doubled. Is the Department of Agriculture 

tellinir vou that they have doubled the program? 
Miss Martin. Our allocation has incrcjised— as shown on the 

chartr-from $4GG,5G3 hi 1971 to $720,000 in 1972. 
Senator IIumpiirev. For this coming year? 

Miss Martin. For this coming year. It would have more than 
doubled had not the S6.5 million been withheld. The first tentative 
allocation that we received did reflect more than SI million, but we 
received a revised allocation after USDA withheld $6.5 million. 

Senator Hu.\iPiiREv. Do y9U know why they withheld that? Did 
thev 2:ive you any reason for it? 

Miss Martin. 'It is mv understanding that the appropriations 
l^ill-^and I have not seen it— did instruct the Department of Agri- 
culture to withhold S6.5 million from the allocation to make a study 
to determine the need for the breakfast program. 
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Sonalor HuMPi.uBY. So, (lice is a possibility (hat this could he 

lC«lllOC«liC(l • 

•Miss Mahtix. Yes, this is a possihilitv, except on September 1 
wo icceived a meinoiandum from the Depaitmcnt of As-ricultuie 
iiKhcating that breakfast program expansion could take place onlv 
wathin the framework of the allucation that we liad been "iven 

benator IIuMPMUEY Can you use section 32 funds this year for 
ilic breakfast projirani? 

Miss Mauti.v. No sir. Under the i)resent arrangement there is no 
urrangornent to transfer section 32 for the breakfast program or for 
equipment uses. ^ " 

Senator Hu.mpiiuby. Is that bv law or regulation? 

AJiss ^[AUTI.^^ AVell, 1 am reluctant to sav it is by regulation. It i^ 
by silence on (hen- method of apportioninjr'thc section 32 nionev -V 
btate will only receive section 32 money for free and reduced-price 
lunelies, .sir. ' 

Senator Hu.mpiiuey. And not for breakfast? 

Miss Mauti.x. And not for .J)rcakfast, and a State will receive 30 
cents from section 32 for each lunch served, and will not receive that 
until It has used xip all of the section 11 nionev. Or (here is, as 3 indi- 
cated earlier, a contradiction in the regulations which could or could 
not provide section 32. 

Senator IIu.mpiiuey Finally, when did you get those regulations? 

Miss Mauti.v. Well, the jji-oposed regulations were published on 
August 13, and a copy came to my desk, J believe it was on the fol- 
lowing Monday, which would have been about Au<'ust 16 

Senator 1IU.MP1IKEY. When you expect regulations to come like thi.s 
tliat. would revise the program in this dimension? 

Miss Mautlx We would expect the regulations, or rather we need 
the regulations by May 1; on March 30 niy State sui)erintendent,tlie 
S ate supenntendent rom Florida, Larry Bartlctt, the chairman of 
(lie State School l^ood Services, director, and I came to Washington 
with rccominendations from eight chief school onicers in Soutl^ern 
States and at that time they asked the Department of Agriculture to 
promulgate regulations by May 1 that would affect us the followin<' 
3'car, " 

Senator riu.\iPHi{BY. Thank you very much 
Senator Ellciulcr. 

Senator Ei-lbxder. Miss Martin, I am going to eomi)linicnt vou on 
yom- statement as usual, and you are very clear about it 

iherc IS one question I would like to 'ask you: do you believe that 
these regulations were mi t into effect so as to curtail expenditures on 
the part of the Itcdcral Government on this i)ro<'ram? 

Miss Mauti.x. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator Ellbxder. Well, have you figured out the amount that 
tlicy liope to save, or do you know? Have you got iiiforniation on that 

Miss .Marti.x. Well, I think that the figures. Senator Ellender, that 
i^r. lerryman used was somcwhore between $150 million and SlSO 
nulhon, and that seems to be the shortage that the States arc project- 

Senator Ellen-i)eii. Now, that amount that you speak of now has 
been provided for by Congress. 
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Miss Mautix. Noav, Avith the amount, authorised inulor section 32 
and the additional S78 million, 1 believe, in the appropriations act, it 
has almost been provided. \ think Avith the carryover from the last 
rear, Avliich 1 do not kuo\v about 

Senator Ellknoek. Well,ikiibU),^imdorstnnding that the program 
presented and enacted by the Congress provides for siiHicient amounts 
of money to carry out the program that you have been describing, 
and it is your feelinjr that those reguhitions Avill prevent all of the 
monev being used as it is intended by Congress? 

Miss Mahtin. Yes, sir. 1 think they Avill prevent the nionoy from 
being used because there are many school districts Avith high operating 
costs that simply will get oul of the businass because they cannot 
operate for 35 cents per meal. 

Senator Ellkndeh. Is the State of Georgia contributing as nuich 
this year as it has? 

Miss Mautix. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ellkxdeu. Jn the past? 

\li.ss Mautix. Ye.s, sir. 

Senator Ellbxoku. And the local connmuiitics as avcII? 

Miss Mautix. The local communities are actually putting more 
monev into tlie school lunch program. One of the shortages we face, 
as Dr. Taylor faces also, is the withdraAval of title 1 moneys. We had 
about a m'illion and a half title J moneys last year, and Ave have been 
advised that this cannot he used this school year. That million and a 
half in title T made it possible for schools to operate balanced programs 
at the beginning of the last school year, cA-en though the rate of 
reimhursement Avas inadequate. 

Senator Ellexdbu. But both of us have been long connected AVith 
this program, as you knoAV. 

Miss Mautix. Yes, sir; and Ave appreciate all you have done for us. 

Senator Ellbxdku. And 1 am sure that you are still of the opinion 
that a program of this kind is one that should be and must be carried 
on through its operations Avith the cooperation Avith the Federal 
Government with the local people. 

Mr. Mautix, Yes, sir. 

Senator Ellexoeu. Only then can you provide a good program. 
There is no doubt about that in mind, is there? 

Miss Mautix. No, sir. And, Senator EUender, AVe Avere just so 
pleased that Public LaAV 01-248 carried the provisions that required 
State matching money. That Avas the first time, but Public LaAv 91- 
24S, and as I recalled it, the discussions around that indicated that the 
Conjjress Avould not require local systems to match moneys for free 
luurreduced-price lunches, so there Avere no matching requirements 
placed on the section 11 funds or breakfast funds, or nonfood nssist- 

But, the matching requirements are on the general cash for food 
assistance funds. 

Senator Ellenoeu. Well, wasityom- belief before these regulations 
Avere promulgated that the amount of money provided by Congress, 
and that Avhicli Avas proposed to he furnished by the States avouUI 
have been sufficient to carry on the program as Congress intended? 

Miss Martin. With one e.Kception, and that is that. I could not 
understand hoAv the same level of section 4 money could carry out the 
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prograiii in 1971-72 (hat was needed for (he prownn in 1970-71. AVo 
had upproxinnitely 2 nnllion additional child ron thai were being served 
in April of 1071 as compared to September of 1070, and then we would 
project probably a 9 or 10 percent increase this year. kSo, 1 really 
could not understand how you could nnike 225 nnllion adeciuate for 
both years. But, I really felt that the Department of Awcnliure had 
projected their section :i2 recjuest and their section if request on a 
reasonable level of funding that would pennit us to continue the 
level of payments that we had last year. 

Senator^Eu.BxnKH. Well, I do not know whether T can conie back 
to the meeting this afternoon because 1 have ([uite a bit of other work 
to dO; but we do have another appropriation coming in before tlie emi 
of this year, the supplemental, and if it can be shown to be not a 
sufficient sum ai)propri:ited by the Congress, weil, ] am sure that we 
will be able to obtain it. 

But, r want to be certain that the amount of niouev that we do 
obtain could do the job if administered according to the wav the 
Congress intended, rather than these new rules and reguhitions. 
That is the point T would like to have thoroughly ex])lained by the 
Department, ff you ha.ve any more information" to furnish on tlie 
subject it would be ver}'' helpful. 

Miss Martin. All riglit, Senator. We appreciate your support as 
we always a])preciate your support. 

Senator Humpiiuky. I think we are all indebted to Senator Ellender 
for his prompt work on the Appropriations Connnittee this year 
which gave the school S3''stems the means to do their job. This is the 
first time it has happened, and it is a remarkable achievement. Public 
recognition, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ellbxdkh. Thank you. Thank you. 

Senator JiuAiPiiiiBv. Did you have any further comment? 

Dr. Pburymax. Senator lJumi)lHW, may J answer your cniestion 
regarding Whittier, Calif.? 

Senator Humpiuiey. Yes. 

Dr. Pbuuy.max. The school lunch program and the school milk 
program have both been eliniuated completely on August 30 bv a 
vote of 3 to 2 of the board of education, and so there are no school 
food service facilities av^ailable in that commnnity at the present time 
at all. And, it has been one of the finest in the Nation. 

Senator Humpuiiby. Well, as J have listened to the testinionv this 
morning~we are going to have the Department of Agriculture here 
later on this afternoon — I began to think that this program of hot 
hnidies has turned to cold promises, and I am very upset about it, 
1 will tell you. I am burned u]) about it, to be honest about it. 

AVhen 1 go home to Minnesota and find out that we are going to 
be cleaned out of about S2 million of funds that we expected, to find 
out the Iron llange of my State u]) in Duluth, where they are having 
serious problems and have got a thousand ])eo])le that were just laid 
ofl' from the plant up there, where unemployment has skyrocketed, 
and where there are needy in substantial numbers, and then we find 
that our school prom-am for feeding is going to be sharply re(hiced, it 
is outrageous, and i want the Department to know, and the people 
that are here, so that there will be no secrets. If you did not get enough 
money from the Congress, as Senator Ellender said, you should tell us. 
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And if YOU nrc being forced to peniiypiiicli on (he nioiioy you have, 
vou shouKI tell us. 

And if there are some areas of these ])rogr;un.s (hat need s?iron<rth(Mi- 
hvr in terms of funding, we want to know about it, bocaase it is (he 
general view of this commidee, (hat (hese programs should be ])ropcrly 
funded and fully authori;ced. 

So, you lieard the chairnum, Mr. Elleiuler, say tha( if (he funds 
were not adequate, that we have a supplemental, and ive want to 
know wha( funds are going to be needed. 

AVe e.\pec(ed the Department of Agriculture (o take seriously 
what the President said lie was supposedly taking seriously; namHy, 
that every child would have adequate food. J forget (he bea^uiful 
rlietoric of that statenien(., but the general thrust of it was (hat 
tliere would be no hungry children, at least in our schools. i\ow, I 
e.xpect the Department of Agriculture to come back here tliis af(er- 
noon, not only to attempt to justify what they have alread v proi)ose(l, 
but I want them to come back here and be interested in children. Do 
not worr}'- about the Federal Government. The Government is here 
to serve the children and the other people. Let us find out how nnicli 
we need to take care of the school feeding problein: breakfast, and 
lunch, and in some areas where it is needed, the third meal. Let us 
find ont what it takes. Let us come in here with some figures that 
show us what we neetl, and let us quit going around plnying games 
with the ai)propriations we have through regulations. 

And as 1 understand, these regulations prevent transferabilil^y 
that you had before. Well, I would [like an explanation of that wlien 
tlie Department wit^ness comes up here, because if transferability was 
good last year, it ought, to be good this year. And, if the cost has 
gone up, what do 3^ou sa^'- the percentage cost has gone up? 

Miss ^lAUTI^^ Overall costs increased and increases 5 percent 
each 3^ear, so the national average last year was 52.50. 1 sus])ect it 
will be 55 this ^''ear. 

Senator IIu.mphrby. So, about 5 percent? 
Mautix. Ves, sir. 

Senator llu.\iiMurBV. I want to know if the De))artment has calcu- 
lated the 5 percent figure in its estimate for the budget of this past 
year, and wliat it contemplated for the ne.xt budget. 

Now, 3'ou can help us a great deal, by the way, with your associa- 
tion, to get these materials, because we are goin^ to have a fight to 
the finish over school feeding. I want to warn all interested parties: 
we are going to either take out of the record what the President 
saitl, and the mantlate that the Department of AmcuKure wa,s givetx 
or we are going to OK funds; one or the other. We are not gomg (o 
have h3n^ocrisy, because 3^ou cannot have the President of the United 
States say one thing and the Department of Agriculture mnmhUmg^ 
that every child be fed, and then come around with some kind of 
trickery and rules and regulations that do not provide for it. 

Now, if the Congress is guilty because we did not appropriate the 
funds, then we have got to know that,. And if the Congress did not 
appropriate the funds because the Department did not ask for them, 
we have got. to know that, AVe need some help here, and with that 
we will conclude. 

Dr. Pbuky.man. We have 50,000 members around the country to 
help. 
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Senator lIuMPiiwKY. Jlelp us out. 

(Wlieroupou, nt 12:40 p.m., ihe hearing was recc.<^;c(l to be resuiuecl 
at 2 p.m. this day). 

The CiiAuaiAX. The coinniittee will please eonie to order. 

Tlie last and (inal witness is Mr. Riehard Lyng, Assistant Secretary 
of A<rricullure, and he has several of his associates with hiin. Jf vou 
will i)lease have seats, you may i)roceed as you see fit, Mr. Secretary, 

STATEMENT OP HON. RICHARD E. LYNG. ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

OF AG-RICULTURE 

^[r. LvxG. Chairman, I have with me today Miss Jsabelle 
Kelley, who k Ahtsistant Depuly Administrator for the Food and 
Niitriuon Service and Mr. FaI Jlekman, who is the Administrator of 
the Food and Nulrilion Service. 

We are pleased to meet with the committee today to discuss the 
ameiulments to the school lunch regulations wc issued for public 
comment on August 13. 

Those proposed amendments i\on\ with the program's funding 
structure for 1972 — specifically, with the method to be used to dis- 
tribute the special section 32 funds to States. 

The CiiAiuMAN'. Do you.mind if I interrupt at that point? 

Mr. LvNG. Not at all. 

The CiiAin.MAN. The amendments to the school lunch progran) were 
issued for public comment on August 13. Have you adopted tlicm? 
Mr. Iang. We have not, Mr. Chairman. 
The CiiAiuMAX. It is proposed legislation? 
Mr. Lyng. These are still proposed regulations. 
The CuAiuMAX. No (inalily about theni? 
Mr. Ia'Xo. Absolutely not, Mr. Chairman. 
The CuAiu.MAX. That is what I wanted to ascertain. 
Excuse me for interrupting. 
Mr. IjYNg. Surely. 

They represent our judgment as to the most effective and equitable 
way to distribute the school lunch funds made available in the Depart- 
ment's appropriation act for fiscal 1972. 

Jiast year — (he initial year of operation under Public Law 91-248 — 
resulted in substantial program progress. In September of 1970, a 
total of 22.1 million children were being reached with a free or reduced- 
price lunch. By April 1971, 24.1 milhon children were being reached — 
up 9 percent over September. A total of 7.3 milhon children were 
being reached with a free ov reduced-price lunch — up 82 percent over 
September. 

The total number of school lunches served last year increased by 
7.7 percent — from just over 3.5 billion in fiscal 1970 to just over 3.8 
billion in 1972. But, there were substantial differences in growth rates 
among the States. In eight of the State agencies, the rate of increase 
was more than double the national rate. The growth rate was less 
than 5 percent in 23 States. 

The number of free and reduced-price hnu hes served increased 35.6 
I'jercent last year — from 852 million in fiscal 1970 to one billion in 
fiscal 1971. Again, the growth rate varied among the States. In 10 of 
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the Stnle agoncios, llio grcwtli ra(o was more (Imn double (he nalional 
average. In conlrasr, M Slate agencies had a growth rale of less than 
25 percent. 

Last year's proirress represented the combined worlc of local, Stale, 
and Federal go Jcrnmeiilal units, thousands of dedi-alod s hool 
ollicials, and concerned cili/ens— backed by (he traditional conibuia- 
tion of Federal, State, and local financial .support. 

There has been a sharp increase in J^Vderal funding for cash assist- 
ance payments to schools. Between 1970 and 1971, direct appropria- 
tions under sections 4 and 1 1 of the act more than doubled. 

In addition, in 1071, these direct appropriations were augmented 
by over $150 million in special section 32 lunds— uiost of which was 
hitended for free and reiluccd-price lunches. In :^ years, the anjounts 
nnule available under section 4, section U, and in special secti on .'^2 
lunds increased from $204 million in fiscal 1909 to just over $:U)0 
million in fiscal 1970, and to over double tluit amount in fiscal J971. 

States have raised a (piestion as to whether part progress in the 
program can be maintained in 1972 — nuicli less additional progress 
obtained— under the funds ixupiested and appropriated for 1972 and 
the funding structure outlined in the propo.^ed regulation:^ tbe De- 
partment issued on August 13. We believe that significant additional 
progress is possible. 

First, there is an increase in tlie amount of Federal funds available 
to provide special assistance for free and reduced price lunches in 
1972— about $78.8 million more than was spent in 1971. 

Second, available funds will be distributed to States in better rela- 
tionslnp to program growth in the various States. Thus, we can avoid 
tlie mid-year funding uncertainties of last year. At that lime, fund 
shortages in some States were threatening the continuatii^n of their 
programs while other States bad millions of dollars in e.\'cess funds. 

'JMiird, for the first time in the history of the program— a State 
neeTling to expand its program to substantially more schools and 
substantially'' more children can do so within its available funds — 
without fear that such expansion will be at the expense of an unwar- 
ranted reduction in Uvels of assistance to already participating S'Miools 
and children. 

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that some States do not understand the 
method wc are proposing to use to distribute the available funds in 
1972. ^Ye hope to clear up that misunderstanding in the course of 
this bearing. 

Tbe National School Luncb Act authorizes two annual ai)i)roi)ria- 
tions for the jn'ograni — one under section 4 of the act and one under 
section 11. Tlic act also specifies exactly bow each of these annual 
appropriations is to be apportioned among the States 

Section 4 funds are apportioned among the States on the basis of 
the number of type A lunches previously served by each State and 
the relationship between each State's per capita income and the per 
capita income of the United States. For fiscal 1972, the apportion- 
ment formula uses the luunber of type A Umches served by each Slate 
2 years ago— in fiscal 1970. Section 11 funds are apportioned on the 
basis of the relative nuniher of school-age children in households 
with annual incomes below $4,000 that reside in each of the States. 

The section 4 funds are used lo help schools buy food for the 
lunches served to all children — to both children who pay the full price 
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The section 11 funds nie used (o provide addidonal speciMl 
«'h!. n"'f served free or at a reduced price (o ch hhen 

who meet a school's elisribdily standards for such lunclies. 

J3o(.h the section 4 and 11 funds are actually disbursed (o schools by 
tl e blatc on (he basis of an assigned per lunch reimbursement rale. 
IJie section 4 rale is applied (o all (ho lunches; (he .sec(ion 11 ra(e 
applies only (o the free- and reduced-price lunches. 

In (he program regulations, the Department of Agriculture es(-ib- 
iLSiies ma.\-imum reimbur.sement ra(es (lia( a S(atc- may pav under 
section 4 ami .section 11. Thus, the actual rates of a.ssistance'a State 
pays an individual school under section 4 or section 11 depend upon 
three factor.s: (\) 1 he amount of funds made available to the Stale 
loi- .«eotion 4 and 11 purposes each fiscal year- the statewide average 
rate that can be hnanced ; (2) the ma.\-imuni per lunch rates of 
assistnnce authorized by the Department; and (3) iiow the State 
varies rates of assistance in accordance with the relative need of the 
individual school.';, within that statewide average rate. 

Many people fii-st interpreted our proposed regulations as reciuiiin" 
a reduction m the ma.\iuuiin rates of assistance that were in ellec'l 
during the ia.st .school j'ear. This is not the case. 

In the regulations we issued last September for the 1970-71 school 
year the foJlowmg maximum rates were authorized : 12 cents per 
luiicli under section 4; 80 cents in addition for each free- and reduced- 
pnce lunch under .-section 11. with a piovi.so that the neediesi schools 
could i-eceivc up to GO cents for each free-and reduced-i)rice lunch. 

II a buate det'^rniined that a school needed in excess of 30 cents for 
a irec-and rediiced-priee lunch, our regulations require that such a 
so lool receive section 4 assistance at the ma.ximuiu rate of 12 cents. 
Ihe section 11 rate could then exceed 30 cents-up to a ma.ximum of 
^ cents in combined funds 

ihis atter provi.so--oalled the l2-r;cntnile-met oppo.sition anions 
the btale.s. ihey le t it endangered the total program because .section 
4 funds had to be diverted from the more aflluent schools in order to 
pay 12 cents in section 4 funds to the neediest schools. They felt all 
the extra assistance for free and reduced-price lunches required bv 
the neediest schools should be financed out of funds aviiilable for 
section 11 purposes. 

Efiective in February, we did, in effect, suspend the 12-ceiit rule. 
We allowed States to finance the required increase in section 4 rates 
lor the neediest scliools out of funds available for section 11 purposes 
the innxuniun rates of as.sistance we liave authorized in the proposed 
regulations reinaiii essentially unchauiied from the 1970-71 rates. A 
bt^ate IS stil authorized to pay its neediest schools up to 00 cents for 
a iree or reduced-price lunch. A maximum rate of 50 cents is proposed 
ji the school IS serving a significant number of reduced-price lunches 
Dccause it would be receiving revenues from the reduced-price nav- 
ment.s. ' ' 

Our nroposed amendments are concerned with the distribution of 
available funds among the States, with the average reimbursement to 
be paid on a statewide basis, not with the maxiimiin rates. 
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The 1971 npproprinlioii actconlcinphited a national average section 
4 rate of 5 cents and a national average reimbursement rate of 30 cent5 
in additional assii^tance for free and reduced-price lunches. ^ 

The following amounts were provided in the 1971 approprialioii aci 
to nuance those conleniplalcd rates: A direct appropriation of ^^220 
million in jJoclion 4 fun<ls and a direct appropriation of J?204./ m 
section II fund^^. The use of $154.7 niihion ni special se<*tioM o2 fniuls 
also was aiilhoriml in our an|)roi)rialion act of 1971. 

As J iiidicatod earlier, the National School Lunch Acispecihod how. 
the section and sec ion 11 funds are to be divided among the ^Dtatcs. 
The use of the special section 32 funds is at; the discretion of the iJe- 
partuieiit but the appropriation act eonteniplated that most of the 
special section 32 funds would be used to supplement the section 11 
approi)riation for free and reduced-price hiiiclics. . r i r 

Without My experience on which to judge the nnpact, of iublic 
Law 91-24S, the Denartnient decided last year to use the special 
section 32 funds as follows: . . . . i 

The entire amount, S154.7 million, was apportioned to States under 
the section 11 apportionment formula. The section U fornnila was 
selected because most of these section 32 funds \yere cKuected to be 
used for section 11 purposes for free and reduced-price lunehes. 

We did give States llexibility in the use of these section 32 funds. 
In addition to usiiuj them for free and reduced-price lunches, iliey 
were authorized to use the funds to augment funds appropriated for 
the school breakfast program and the funds for equipment assistance 
for needy schools, especially for "no-progr&ni'' needy scliools. 

However, as we gahied operatiiisr experience under liihhc Law 
91-24S, it- was apparent that the method of distributing the special 
section 32 funds was crcnthig a problem. It did not put the funds in 
the States where they were most needed. 

Bv Jaiuiarv, some States were reporting that they would soon 
exhaust their funds; other States reported they had a surplus in funds. 
By mid-April, under the cuinbersonie ai.d tune-coiisuming reappor- 
tionment method, we were able to traiih(er over S80 million froin 
States with a surplus to States with a delicit. But during the period 
wc were effecting those fund transfers, the deficit States had to operate 
upon our ab^su^ance that we could obtain the release of funds from 

other States. 1 1 i • ,i i < 

\fter this experience, we concluded that it would he in tlie be^>t 
interest of all of the States if a method for distributing the available 
funds could be found that would better distribute the funds among the 
States in accordance with expected participation at the beginning of 
the school year. . . 

This exploration le<l us to another conclusion; one that, in our \ icw , 
represents a real breaktlirouficli in school hmcli linaneing. We concluded 
that we needed to go beyond the funding level planned m the 19/2 
appropriation— a national average reimbni-seinent rate of 5 cents 
under section 4 and a national average rate of 30 cents under section 
11 We felt the available section 32 funds should be used to guarantee 
each State that, no matter how much it expanded its program, iti 
could be assured that it would be able to maintain a statewide average 
rate of 5 cents under section 4 and a statewide average rate of 30 
cents under section IL 
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This is (ho csscnw - f our Aujrusl, 18 proposal, 
home hcuos hnw iiKorprolcd our proposed rciruhilion (o rcciuiic 
K... (0 „,u.:,lly os.MhhM nucs of ,.ssVs(un<c \vi(hi„ (ho fuiuLs up or- 
ti oi.ed (0 (hen. under sirdon 4 nnd 1 1 of (he A< (. Thn( is not (1 ALo 
! I>:U wouM, u> <'lio( ( (MiK,.! (,„, our .•iniiouiucd -n:.r:in(ci' ,h:i( no 
S - (0 vv-dl l.Mvo to cschhsh s(,,lnvi<le :.ver:,gc n.lcs «i less (h:,u 5 eeills 

JUKI oW C(MUS. 

The rc-uhKioi..: MS niniMidod hv our pr<.pos:d, ins(ruc( .S(:i(es (o 
cstahhsh r:,(os " i(h.n (he fu.uis nvaihMhle" (o (h.. S(,,«. .ir.Miev Tlie 
funds :.vnln!)le , .^(n{c :,j:en,y in 1972 under (he r<-ul:.(ions",nc: 
:.p )or(,onc<l sh,uo of (he S-22r, n.illion api.ropriiUed for se< (ion 4, 

nn int.-un n i,(iile\vi<le uverjiire siction 4 r:i(e of 5 een(s- and 
J(s nppordoncd share of (he $2:}7 niillion ..ppropria(e<i for socdon 

1 1, phis sneh aniouiKs of special se( (ion 32 funds as (Ik. Suile needs (o 

iii.-niunin a s(,i(e\videsec(ion 1 1 ra(e of 30 eon(s 

\Ni(h l)i<).U'ia!n expansion in 1972, (hesc 5-con( and [HU-onl <'uaran- 

'^'V^n nwir" r ' T'''^ '■'""'^ available un< 1 r 

l'J72 appropiiadon net. 

llndcr our proposal, some K(a(es would l)e able (o niaiiUain s(!Ue- 
\v!<le ayerasic rales in excess of 5 eeiK.. .ir 30 ceiKs in 1072 <)u(, of (heir 
ai)I)<>.(i<)ncd share of Ihe dirccl appropriations for seclion 4 and seclio,; 

Tliey wouhl ho al)le (o pay (iiose hi-iier ra(os. Thev would no(, of 
course reeoive any soedon 32 funds (o enable (hem (o'pav still lii-her 
•M(os. On (ho Oder hand, (hey wouhl „<.(. be aske<l (o\dc4 a v of 
(liciraj)portiono(i funds forive hv odier .S(a(es 

Some. Iiavo iiuerpieted our proposed ro<ruia(ions (o moan (iiat no 
hn < l ^i^"'' '•'7'^-<-\'"<>''^, <"'"" 35 ceiKs for a free or reduce.l-prioo 
"" I'- ll>a(, loo, IS no( (he ease. Stales ean coixinue (heir past 
.mtiioiKy <) varv ra(e.s anion.;: sdiooLs-paying above (he statewide 
a enige rale (o (ho needier schools an<i less (ban (ho sla(ewi<lu averngc 
l ate lo I ho more atfiiienl sehoois. ° 

\Ve have a series of ehar(s (hat sunimari/.o (he impact of our pro- 
posed re^'uladons on section 4 and see(ion 1 1 fundin.r ' 

J his first chart shows (he 1971 o.Kpen<!i(iiros for'so.-(ion 4 an<l .see- 
. . P "P">^('-> '>ii<l (he ain<)un(s provi<le<l umler our annual appro- 
priiKion act for 1972 for (liose same purposes: 

_ |in millions ol dollafsl 

. 1971 1972 

Sec.4wMl.onmf,n j^^^^ ^^^^ 

Utiit schools aid childreii: r^-- , 

Sdi. 11 appsflionriiMr ^, , . . 

Ss3:i3li»c.32.Tofniiivell)C !2 cent file V 'S?-? "7.0 
ffetandfeJuceJ.pdcelu'lCho;. — .- -■ 

** ^ ■ ----- . .- co.o fW.Z 

SuoDfJ — ■ , ■ 

-•■ - 311.4 3S0.2 

Ci.'nJ tof.l , -=^- 

, y ' ' " ■ " ^'^^ 

As (hi> eharl indica((-s. (ho amount of money avaiiabh- for so( (ion i 
luill'i'on''^ "'"^ ^^'"^ appropriated in 1971— $225 
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There is S7S.8 million more available for special assistance for free 
and reduced-price lunches ilian was spent in 1971 — S390.2 million 
compared to $311.4 million. 

I might inscrl here iu this lesliniony, ^^r. Chairniau, that in a(hli- 
tion to that ca<h. we :ire speudinjr money for the special milk pro^rram 
iu the amoimt of S104 million iu 1072. and [ tlnnk nearly S300 million 
iu commodities. The total in our child nutrition programs is "^l billion 
iu 1972. 

The second chart shows the statewide average section 4 rales that 
were paid out of the S225 million iu 1971 by the 50 States and the 
District of Columbia; the projected average rates without our pro- 
posed change hi the use of the special section 32 funds; and the 
projected average uitcs under onr proposal: 



tibmber of States 
1972 

V/i:houl V.'tlh 

1971 revision revision 



Stalev/idc raie~Sec.4: 



7 cents 2nd above - -.. 6 2 2 

6toS.9cents , 9 11 11 

5 to 5.9 cents 22 21 33 

4 to 4 9 cents 12 12 0 

Below 4 cents ^ 2 5 0 



Total 51 51 51 



III the absence of our proposed change. 17 States were faced with 
au average statewide seetion 4 rate of less than 5 cents and five of 
these were faced with au average rate of less than 3 cents. We are 
proposing to guarautee these States a statewide average rate of 5 
cen<s. 

The third chart shows the same information for the section 11 
rates — the special assist a uce for free and reduced -price h inches: The 
average statewide pa3"ineuts out oi the $311.4 iiiillioii expended for 
this purpo.se in 1971; the projected rates that would have prevailed 
in 1972 if we had not proposed a change in the distribution of special 
• ^^.tion 32 funds; and the projected rates under our proposal. 



Uuvnhcr of States 



1972 







Without 


V/tlh 




1971 


revision 


revision 


Statewide rate-Scc 11: 








^0 cents and above 


11 


15 
8 


0 


35 to 39.9 cents 


9 


1 


30 to 34.8 cents , 


15 


9 


50 


25 to 29.9 cents.,.. 


12 


7 


0 


20 to 24.9 cents 


2 


9 


0 


Bcbvv 20 cents 


2 


3 


0 


Total 


51 


51 


51 



Tf we had continued last yearns method of di-^tributing the SI 53.2 
million in special section 32 funds, and every State used all of hs 
section 32 money for free and reduced-price lunches, the average rate 
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ill <cvcii Stiito n-ould have been between 25 and 29.9 cents. In nn 
iidditional 12 ^,uo, the average rate could have boon below 25 ccnls, 
and iliree of the 12 could have faced an average sialewido rate of less 
than 20 cents for each free and reduced-price lunch. 

Our nroi)05al guarantees every State at least a niimiiiuni statewide 
rale of 30 cents for each free and reduced-iwico lunch. 

It is true that a few fortunate States would have been able to pay 
higher rates of assistance under section 11 in 1972, if we had continued 
last year's method of disiributing section 32 funds, But, these higher 
rates would have meant (hat up to 19 States v.'ould hove a statewide 
average rate of less than 30 cents in 1972. 

Before summarizing these proposals on the distributioji of available 
funds, I want to coniiiient on a second i)art' of our August 13 i^ro- 
posals — those that afFoct th.e equipment assistance fimds. 

Section 5 of the Child Nutrition Aefc authorizes Federal equipment 
assistance for schools which draw their atten(hmce from areas in 
which poor economic conditions exist — in short, needy schools. The 
funds can he used to help needy schools whicli have ''no, or grossly 
inadequate'' food service eciuipnienir. 

In 1971, a total of S15 million was appropriated for this equipment- 
assistance. Bui States elected to use substantial amounts of their 
special section 32 a])i)ortioiiiiient for equipment assistance last year. 
In total, rei)orts from the States now show that a total fo S3G.7 million 
was used for equipment assistance last year. 

Our fourth chart shows the amounts used for eciuipnient assistance 
for needy schools in 1970 and 1971. You will note that most of these 
funds went to schools that were already operating a food service. 

There is no doubt that some already participating schools did have 
"grossK- inadequate'' equipment. But, we now believe greater emphasis 
should be |)laced on the use of these funds to bring need}'' '"no-program" 
schools into the type A program. 

We are holding equii)ment funds in 1972 to the $16.1 million 
authorized in our appropriation act. We have amended om* regidatioiis 
to place a positive obligation on States to seek out — and work with — 
needy "no-i)rogram" schools. And, we are proposing that at least 
half of each State's equipment funds be held in reserve for "no-pro- 
gram'' schools until March 1 — unless the State can demonstrate that 
the fuj*o!& shoidd be released for already participating schools at an 
earlier date. 

Returning to our August 13 prop.'sals on the distribution of cash 
assistance nmds to the States, we would want to emphasize these 
points: 

First, our j)ro|)osals arc not designed to save funds. W'e expect to 
spend all the funds authorized in our 1972 appropriation act. 

Second, we ' *^ve not reduced the maximum rates of :vssistance 
that were authorized for last year. 

Third, we will bo placing a floor, under section 4 and section 11 
rates on a statewide basis for the first time — a floor that is guaranteed 
no matter how much cvpaiibion a State is able to achieve. 

Fnurth, we do not believe that we should hare ^•'^ntinued a method 
of distributing available funds among the Stales wJiich — because of 
the vagaries of statistical ai)i)ortioninent formulas — allowed some 
States a "funding fciist" while other States suflered from a "funding 
famine," 
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Fiuiilly, we want to reeniphnsize that the National School Lunch 
Act contemphited that the fundinir of the progriMU wouKl be a joint 
Federal, State, and local res|)onsibility. This principle was rcaflirniod 
in the Public Law 91-248 anieiuhnents. One of those anicndnicnts 
required; beginning this fiscal year, that all States put State tax 
revenues into tlie program. State matching is required only for the 
funds nnulo available under section 4 of the" act. But, Public Law 9J- 
248 requires States to distribute the matching State revenues they 
put into the program in a manner that concentrates their use on the 
financing of free aud reduce(l-|)riee lunches. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony. 

The CnAiUMAN'. Mr. vSecretary, if tlnno^s are so rosy in tlie school 
lunch |)rogram, why are 38 State administrators out of 43 opposed 
to them? That is the testimony we had this morning of the secretary- 
of school food people, Dr. Periymau. F believe his name is, executive 
director of American School Food Services Association, Denver, Colo. 
S'ou heard his statement. 1 believe iie sent out an inqui../ to all of 
t!ie Stale admini^tratoi^;— 43, as ] recall, and 38 of those 43 had 
responded that tliev are verv unhappy about these regulations. 

Mr. Lyxg. 1 think. Mr. Chairman, that the State people are ^en- 
erallv dissatisfied with the amount of Federal funding. So J am not 
sur|)n.sed that Dr. Perrynian would find that 38 State directors, would 
rather have more money. 

1 do think that there has been some misunderstanding on the |)art 
of some State school directors as to the regulations. This is the reason 
we put them out as |)roi)ose(l regulations — to get comment ou them. 
We have had considerable comment. 

The CuAiuraAX. Why did you wait until August 13 to put them 
ou*'' 

Lyxg. We |)ut them out, Mr. Chairman, about as soon as we 
could after the a|)pro|)riation bill. 

The bill was signed by the President on August 10. Actually, wc 
made an unofiicial announcement of them, jus has been noted, in a 
talk that 1 made on August 3 to the American School Food Service 
peo|)le. Tliat was just after the apr»:opriati()n bill had heen passed 
but |)rior to it>s l)eing signed 1)3' the President. 

The CiiAiRMAN'. Part of your statement, of coui-se, |)oints with pride 
to the vast amount of progress that was nnide in the i^rogmm last 
vear and I share that pride in the p*.'ogrcss that was made. The De- 
artniept |)ushed it energeticall\' and, as you know, the law mandated 
every school system in the country to provide a free or redTu^ed-pru-e 
lunch to ever V needy individual in America. 

The States^aud localities moved together forward to do that. And 
accordhiir to connnunications that I ha\^e had, not onl}^ from my own 
State, but others, these regulations will jerk the rug out from under 
them and thev will not be able to do so. 

Ilovr do yow explain that? Why does Miss Mauin sav she got 42 
cents last vear and will not get but 35 cents this 3^ear, rcimbni-sement? 

Mr. LrvicG. Well, as i pointed out in ni}; testimon\% there are some 
States that, because of the way the apportionment formula works out, 
actuall}' did receive niore than many other States. Those States had 
hidi participation, high relative |)artici|)ation in the |)eriod 2 years 
before— I think Georgia can be proud of her Iiigh partici|)ation rates. 

The Chairmax^ We arc. She has done an outstanding job and 
Georgia has pioneoed in this school lunch program. But it seems to 
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mo that those who have clone a good job ought not (o be penalized 
by the regulations. 

Mr. Ly.vg. ]t eortainl}' was not our intention to penalize anv State, 
Mr. Chairman. 

What we were trying to do is anporiion the available funds in as 
fair a way as we possibly could. It did have the efVect of reducing the 
payments to some Slates. 

The CiiAtuMAX. Lot us see if we understand each other, now. We 
ngree that this stutute requires every school district to provide a 
free or reduced-price meal to the needy individual, is that coneel,? 

Mr. Lyng. If they are gohig to participate in the national school 
lunch program, that is right. 

The Cii.viuM.vx. 1 believe thov are mandated to participate, are 
they not? ' i i » 

Mr. J^YXG. No, they are not, sir. 

'I'he CiiAiu.MA.v. Jt is still elective? 

Mr. Lyng. Yes, sir. 

The CuAiuMAX. Most of them have elected to participate? 
Mr. Lyxg. Yes. 

The CuAiuMAX. And if they do, they must provide a free or reduced- 
price lunch to every needy individual. 
Mr. J^YXG. That is correct. 

The CiiAiitMAX. And for -the fn-st thae, the vStates must make 
contribution? 

^[r. Lyxg. That is correct. 

The Chaiumax. Assuming every district in the country elects to 
participate, has the Congress appropriated available funds to do the 
job? 

Do you have all tlie money you need for this (iseal year? That is 
what ] am tr3'ing to ask. 

Mr. Lyxg. Not sufficient, Mr. Chairman, to pay the full cost of 
the lunch. 

it is just a question of what the reimbursement rate would be. We 
have sufficicot fwinds. we think, to have a reind)ursenient rate of 30 
cents for free and reduced-price lunches, plus 5 cents for all lunches. 
This gets to the very root of the is.sue, ii seems lo me. Tliose who 
oppose the regulations have made it quite clear that they do not 
think this is a sufficient amount of Federal funding of these lunches. 

The CnAiHAfAX. Now, you requested, I believe, for this (iseal year, 
a total appropriation of $581,435,000, did you not, for the school 
lunch program? 

Mr. Ly'xg. 'J'hat is correct, yes. 

'Phe Chaiumax. As a budgetary request, as I recall. 

Mr. Lyxg. Yes. 

'J'he Chaiumax. Now, Congress increased this amount, as I recall, 
to SGIo.200,000 more than you request. Is that not correct? 

Mr. J>YXG. Yes, the Congress transferred from section 32 com- 
modities to section 32 cash giants $33 million. This brought it up to 
$615 million. 

The Cii.uuMAX. Now, is there any problem about having adequate 
funds to do the job, to provide this free or redueed-prico lunch? 

What J am trying to get at is, if you do not have the money, there 
is the chairman of the Appropriations Committee sitting right there. 
JIc has been dadd^^ of this school lunch program. He is just as nuich 
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interested in it. as the rest of us are and I am sure the conunittee and 
the Con^M-ess would be svnipalhetic. I want to find out what is pnichmg 
the footT Jf it is rei^uhit'ions that are inipechng this program, we want 
the re<ndations ehanged, II the Congress has not done their job and 
provided adequsite money, 1 feel that the Congress will respond. 

Now, what is necessarv to get the program moving? 

Mr. Lyxg. Well, Mr. Ohainnan, it is a matter ol opinion, 1 presume, 
of what the Federal role should be in these programs. The administra- 
tion, in its proposed budget, eontemplated that this program would 
bo one of shanng between Federal, State, and loeal sourecs. _ 

The CuAiiuuN- But the aet states how mueh eontribution the 
States have to make, Mr. Seeretary. n c i. 

Mr. Lyxg. This is true, Mr. Chairman, and it speaks to the iact, 
really, that over the years, the States have in most or many mslanecs 
made little or no contribution. It has been generally a i^ederal 

appropriation- ^ ^ t i ■ i ■ < i 

TJie CiiAiiiMAX. I agree with that. My State, I thmk, appropriated 
three or four times what the act mandated them to do. They are very 
proud of the program there and they want to go lorward. i\ow your 
re<nilations say vou are doing a fine job, but last year we gave you 
42^ centos a luiicli and this vear we are not going to give you but .]o. 
The inllatioirarv spiral has been 5 to 10 percent, so you are reducing 
the price, so thev cannot no forward. What are we going to do about it.^ 
Mr. r^YXG. Well, there is some question of the actual ai)porli()nmeni 
hi Georgia. J am not absolutely .sure that it is correct that it would be a 
maximum of 35. > .■ i- u o 

Would you say that is the way it will work out. Miss jvelley.^ 

STATEMENT OP ISABELLE M. KELLEY, ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR, POOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OP AGRICULTURE 

Miss IvELLEY. I think it would be somewhat over 35, because 
Georgia will have in excess of a G-ccnt rate on section 4. They can fund 
tliatroiit of their apportiomneut. 

Mr. Lyxg. Because their apportionment of section 4 would be high 
enough. But it* would still be less than it was last year? 

\liss JvKLLKY. Ahsoliitely, yes. 

The CuAiKMAX. What was it last year? 

Miss IvELi.KY. Our (lata shows for Georgia that section 4 — this is out 
of the aj)portionmen» of $225 million — Georgia paid an average rate 
of 6.8 ceiiLs. For all of the funds that were used for free and reduced- 
price lunches for the year as a whole, it averaged 31.7 cents. 

The CuAiK.MAN. Let me see if [ understand yon. Miss jMartin stated 
thai last year we received about 42 cents for each free and reduced 
price lunch. This year the regulations cut that to 35. Js tliat right or 
not? 

Mr. r^VNG. That is not correct. We guaranteed that there would he a 
minimum of 5 ccnt.-> on a statewide average in all States, but it could be 
Jiii^lier tlian (hat, based upon (he apportionment of sec(ion 4 and 
section 1 1, if that is high enough. Now, the actual practical effect of our 
regulations would reduce Georgia probably to something in the area, 
and this would be a ball parlc figure, of 30 to 37 cents, simply be- 
cause 
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AVould you step uj) hero now? 

the.? Yon )!Z n:':'*''" 'f "''"'"^ ""'^ °f the issue 

tl CIO. 1 ou liiuo the iipponilee sayuig one tiling and the State admin- 
istrator saying something else. 

Miss Martix. Senator as 1 cnleuhUe, wlien we project the number 
of lunches to be served (his year, wo wouhl have aj)proximate r 5 9 
cents from section 4 funds. Tf f undei^laiid the regu iio^l corrocU^^^ 

p i .0 hniclies. Jhis baso is arrived at by dividin- the total amouni of 
ceiHfe. Jlijit would give us a base. 

Then, for each iVee and ixKluced-price hiiicli served in addition to ; he 
base, we ni.glit be eligible for secti^nii 32 funds 

J s this correct? 

-^'J>--^ Kellky. You would bo eligible, ves. 
•^0 '^i^-'^'ii'istances'could we have more than 

30 cenl^ for free and redueed-pnco lunches aiul we would have !)ecause 
we are a low-nipita im-onie State. 5.0 ce.Ks uzuler section 4 b -is.'.d on lie 
projected and total number of meals we expect to serve tliS vea • 

Js tins eorrect? 

Miss Kklley Yes, I would a.ssuine ti at your section 4 rate would 
be someplace in the area of 6 cents. 
Mr. Lyng. 0.9 or 6 cents. 
A'liss Kelley. And 30 cents for free meals 

Miss Mautix. We have gotten a little better off in the last couple of 
ibSut5°9°"'' '''^^^ clecrea.sed from 6.1 last year to 

diS ^ "^"^ l-*''^"^ i"^* projection of total lunches 

?n h i r ^ the apportionment. It is someplace around 6 cents or- 
oU, plus 0, to make 36. 

The CiiAiRMAK. mat is your total meal 

averofn n AT""' ™ 7*"! ^^6 to pay no more tlimi an 

fhn fif.nf- 'n*f- ^ -P"' participation were to increase, then 
tlie 6 centb would be diluted do^vll to 5 cents. The USDA has ^tab- 

idd?Hn'"i °^ '"f °° '"^^'^ Georgia. We ^vill not eani 
b CO nf i"'^' for section 4 purposes until we have exceeded that 
base of 193-plus million meals, which is impossible for us to do. 

ilie CiiAiKMAN. What did we get last vcar? 

^'Iiss Martix. We served 152 million meals, I believe 

Miss Kelley. 146 million. 

In J'^^f ^r^ft"'"""- '"f * you have it. We had 6.8 cents per meal 
last year Ironi section 4 money. 

The CiiAiuMAN. What was the total? 

Miss Martin The last month of the year we reimbui-sed 42 cents 
for free and reduced-price lunches. X'rior to that time, we did not 
reimburse tliat lu-h because we had restrictive regulations that did 
not permit the higlier reimbursement. 

Ihc Chairman-. In other words, what you are saying then is you 
have tried to do a good job, you have expanded the program, the cost 
of food has gone up, the Federal rehnbursement will be less? 

Miss Mautin. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How much have meals gone up in Georgia? 
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Miss Mahtxx. We spent 44.4 cents per meal hist year. We c^P^c^^ 
5-percent increase in that this year, which would make it around 4G>^ 
cents this year. We get 2 cents State niono^-, so we would need some- 
thing in the neighborhood of 44 cents for each free and reduced-price 

lunch, , _ , . 11-^ 

In addition to that, we have lost our title I money that we had m 

the lunch program last year. i r i -u i ^ 

The CuAiKMAN. So the meals will be greater and the funds will be 

less? 

Miss ^[artix. Unequivocally. 

The CirAiRMAN. That is the point I was trying to make. 

Senator Curtis. May I ask a question right there? How nciuch less 
will it be in dollars? 

How much did you get last school year and .how much do you 
itUlicipate ilus year? , , i r 

Miss Martix. There is a chart that was attached to the back of my 
statement. This mil be approximately four and a half nnUion dollars 
less apportioned to the State. t .i • i *u 

Now, here agahi, there is a conflict in the regulations, i tlnnk tnc 
Department intends to pay 30 cents for all free and I'.educed-pricc 
lunches. However, wc have only hud a tentative allocatioii for S19.4 
million as compared to an allocation \nsh year of S24.9 million, which 
is S4.5 million less that we know right now wc are going to get. 

Senator Curtis. But thai is not final? 

Miss Martin. No, sir; but this is one of the problems, lou know, 
wc do not k!\ow what we are going to get. 

Mr. LvNG. The §19 million that Miss Martm is referring to is the 
total of section 4 and section 11 funds. Our estimate would be that 
Georc^ia would receive S9.6 million in section 32 funds, makmg a total 
for fclTis fiscal year of S29.0 million compared to roughly S25 iniUion, 
or S24.9 last vcar, or an increase actuall^^ of about $4 milhon. 1 his is 
using the State's estimate of participation of free and reduced-price 

lunches at 30 cents. , . , .i on r i 

Senator Curtis. If your estimate is half right on the 32 iuncls, 
Georgia would get about the same amount of money as they got last 
year, because one of you says it is about S4 million below and the other 
about S4 milhon above. i .i ^ 

Miss Martix. The Secretaiy has said that for each free luncli tliat 
we serve this year, we would get 30 cents and it would requne a total 
of $19.2 million to do this, which would be S9.6 million more than we 
have apportioned. But that would be at the rate of 30 cents, which is 
inadequate to sustain the school lunch program that we had m opera- 
tion in April or May. 

Senator Ellbkder. Wliy? . 

Tlie CiiAiRMAX. Wiat you arc saying is you cannot provide tiie 
lunch at that cost. 

Senator Ellbxdbu. That is because of high cost? 

Miss Martix. Yes, sir. ^ ^ n 

The CiiAiRAfAX. Last year you '4 cents Jor each meal, did 

you say? 

MisslMARTix. Yes, sir. . .,1 1 . 

The CiiAiRMAX. This year you anticipate it will cost about 49 

cents? 

Miss Maktix. Forty-six or forty-seven. 
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a lm;?y^":lil Tn't-f " ''"^ ^'"^ ^"•^"-"^^ - 

Martix. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Lyxg. To put (his in perspectivcsir, I thii, wo should iioinf 
all\; ad.r'lhri'' • ' f^^^f '"'^^'"S in 30 ecus ,iius? ^en s f t 

42 S " ' ^ ^ coniniodiUes, or about 

lu.Sp^'^l-l.'i!'!!";'' \im'^f'^n of 63 .nilliou free a.ul re<luce<l-price 
iuiic les, \\liich IS a subsdmtinl iiicrensc over lust, venr. Bused on 1-ist 

f 1 n 7 r • b6 nn lion-in vvh.cli case will. tl,e same .lumber of 
Gcoigia would still he gaiuiug about a million dollars in Federal 

Tioinhvf flll'^t^"'"''' ^!''' '^'^'"'^"r "-itl' 42 cents, as she has 

ponited out, were not average figures for the year, they are the li<'ures 
during the last couple of months of the rear. " 
thnt '"^ an average figure on an average basis would be lower than 

i„i^!,',f (t,?'"'"'' ^?,"°fl",'\'?<r""3' >o\vcr, but wo had many schools end- 
ing up t he \e:ir with a deficit and many schools would probablv liave 
closed their lunch program in late March or earlv April had you not 
given lis the authority to go higher. " '•'"3""llo^ 

T think it is iinfortunate that we arc looking at average rates of 
reimbursement for the 1970-71 school rear 

nnd M.'vT'^'-"'' ""''n ^^^'^ j"il?'"cnt, on April 

Tnt {' ^""'^ ^t-ates could realiv pav 

t ic Jociil school districts the anioimt of monev tlicv needed to'fi lii'll 
the coimnitmont to himsrv children 

f.v»n'\n=' r^if-'''V'"- ,*^""»'"'«"' I ^vondcr if Ave could (hid out 
ihiTpnS;lrio?^ ^'--^ "PPiopriated for 

S78 S nJilhon-^^'i--^'' "^''^'^ S''""^^' ^^''^ "'crease was 

vSenator Eli.exuek. That is increase? 
Mr. Lysg. Yes. 

Senator Eu.ExnBi;. What about commodities? Food'' 

Mr. JvY.NG. Coninioditycstiiiiatewouhl be about the same, not much 
01 an increase. ^Vc iiad an increase there but the Consross transferred 
It to cash grants in the amount of $33 niiliion. 1 think it is slightiv 
higher m commodities this year. * " 

Senator EiAA:snm. It has been stated that the reason wliv these 
-giihitions were ])roniu gated was that it was done in order io save 
Hinds. i\ow, yon deny that. 

Mr. Ly.n'g. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I do deny that charge. We did not do this to reduce 
expenditures. 

Senator ELi.E.N-nKu. It has been said (his morning bv some that 
that was the nurpo.se of the promulgation of these rules" and regula- 
tions, to save funds ap])ro])riate(l by Congress. 

Mr. Ia'sg. I am afraici J niu.st disagree with that statement. 

benator Eli.exobu. Well, you e.X])ec), under the formula that we 
have jiist been talkm- about, the change that Jias been made, voti 
tnen e.xpect to sijend all of the funds appropriated' 
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Mr. LvNG. Wc (lo; Senator. 

Senator JClucndek. Now. who i^i at fault if thorc is a shortage of 
money as has l)oen allei^ed by Miss Martin? 

Mr. LvNG. Well, if there is an in.suflieient amount of money in our 
.appropriation, 1 presume that inasmuch as the Conp-ess appropriated 
the amount that the administration recjuested, and as a matter of fact, 
a(hled thereto 

Senator Ellkkdbk. A(hled to it. 

^Ir. Lyng. Then you can bhime the juhninistration for failure to 
request a sufiicient amount, if there is to bo blame placed. 

1 would point owi thai in the period from fiscal 19GS to fi.seal 1972, 
l^'ederal appropriations for free and reduced-price lunches has ijoue 
up almost a hund'edfold, from about $4 million in Federal irrants 
for free and reduced-price lunches to nearly S400 in this fiscal year. 
With the total e.xpeuditures on food programs, and I think we should 
not lose si<:ht of the fact that we also have food stamps and com- 
modity distribution for needy families, the total appropriations now 
for e.xpenditure by Mr. liekman's Food and Nutrition Service this 
fiscal vcar will exceed $3.5 billion. 

That compares to about $800 million plus about a fourth that 
amount, in fiscal 19G9. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we have made some vast increases here. 

Senator Ellbndbu. I understand that, but we arc not talking about 
the food stamp program. Let's not mi.x all these other moneys that 
are being provided. What X would like to know is how much more 
money, Federal money, would you re(iuire to meet this program 
under the new rules and regulations as you promulgated th *n? 

Mr. Lyn'g. Well, one of^the witnesses this morning, Mr. Clapp, 
sugirested that the Federal Government should pay the total cost. 

Senator Ellendbu. Of what, the program? 

Mr. Lyng. Of the program. If we were to do that, it would cost 
about $4 billion, so we would be about S3 billion short. 

wSenatov ELhENnEu. Well, I think the real advocates of the school 
lunch proirram want this to continue on a cooperative basis. 'J'hat 
is my position, has been my position since we started this program 
back in 194G. I think the reason why this program was a success 
wius because it was done on a cooperative basis with the local people 
puttiuix in and contributing and then countios, the parishes. State, 
and the Federal Government can put up its share. 

As I recall the program, the Federal Government put up at the 
beginning around 25 percent and it ^rew from that amount. Now it 
is what, of the entire cost of the school lunch program? What per- 
centage is now being paid by the Federal Government? 

Mr. Lyng. About a third. 

Senator Fllendeu. And that is an increase of 8 percent in the 
last 10 years? 
Mr. JjVXG. Yes. 

I think that actuall ')arti(5ipation rate . as not gone up as 

fast as the cost of hn: r everyone, but in the area of free and 

reduced-price lunches, i. »»,«s gone iip a good deal faster. So we are 
paying a much bigger share,'^of the free and reduced-price lunches 
tiian we are the lunches to uonneedy children. 

Senator Ellendku. Jn putting this to the budget committee, did 
you take into consideration these increases that have occurred and 
\vill occur in the future as to the cost of these lunches? 
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Mr. Lyxg, Yes, Mr. Chainnnn; wo did. 

Sennlor Ellkxdku. Why is it 3^011 fell short? Wore there more 
lunches provided or has the cost gone up, or what? 

Mr. Lyxg. We hnve had an increase in the l)^o<J:ran^, ?^lr. Chairman, 
We do not think we are falling short this year. What we are now dohig 
is tha t for this school year we are dcfhiing the rate of reimbursement. 
Some people are find iug it insufiicient. They would like it (0 be higher. 

If we were (o jusl lake the free and reduced-lunch section and were 
to pay the full cost of (hat, 1 presume it, would be something close to 
double (he amount of ni<»iey we now have on a national basis for free 
and reduced-price lunches. 

Senator EUiExnEH, ViuU'v (he {)rogram now provided, does the 
hiw now giving authority for (his program, would 3-0U be able to $(ate 
to us now or in the near iulure what additional funds are required from 
the Federal Government in order (0 carry that program on in view of 
the rise in t!ie cost of these food' i)rogram's? fn o(hef words, what I am 
sayhig is v/o do not want to increase the percentage amount, but in 
order to carry on the program as we, as it is now in the statute books, 
how many more funds will be required to meet the requirements under 
the present law? 

Mr. Lyxg. Vfe think. Senator, that the present appropriation will 
carry on the school lunch program in accoi *ance with the law. It 
may not be satisfactory to the school lunch directors iu 38 States, but 
it will cany on the program. 

Senator Et.t^knoeu, Is it your view that the}' expect the Govern- 
ment to put up more money and less on the part of the States? Is 
that it? 

Mr. IjYxg. Yes, I am sure that this is ^liat many of these 38 school 
lunch directors would prefer. And with some reason. Thc}'' are having 
a gi-oat deal of difiicully in getting money at home in local school 
districts or from the States. 

Senator Elu<:xder. Now, you are making the statement to us, 
then, that in order to carr^'' out the program as contemplated by 
Conscress, you now have enough funds? 

MTr. Lyng. Yes, sir, I think we do. 

Senator Ellexder, And if the States and the local communities 
follow through with their share of what Congress contemplated, why, 
this program could be cairied on as provided by the law? 

Mr. L \'G. Yes. 

Senator EiiLENDER, Well, that is one point, Mr. Chairman, that 
^ve will have to develop. 
The Chairman. Senator Aiken? 

Senator Aiken. Mr. L3''ng, I notice there is quite a variation in 
the cost of school lunches among the different States. To what is 
that variation diie? Is it the cost of the foods, the costs of supervision, 
the costs of preparing and serving, or what creates that considerable 
variation? 

Mr. Lyxg. I \mderstand it is a number of different things. The 
cost of the raw (ood ])roduct does not vary trcmcndonblybut the cost 
of labor in preparation and delivery can vary a great deal, particularly 
in some of (Jie in-ban areas. 

The costs of delivering food service, taking the raw food product 
and converting it into a school lunch can be very high. 



Admiltodly, thoro is some saving, too, in the raw prodnct, just the 
freight saving of getting it from the rural areas to urhan areas. But I 
ihink the hibor eost is the major variabh^ 

MissXartin, who is an expert in this fichl, knows better than I what 
the eost variations would l)e. 

Senator Aiken. But. the increased cost has not) come entirclv in 
the urban areas, has it? 

Mr. Lyxg. I think generally the higher costs are in the urban areas 
or tliose areas of the country in which wages and salaries tend to bo 
hiHi. 

Senator Aikex. And administrative cost, that is allo\yal)le? 

Mr. Lykg. That is another factor and tiiere are various wa^'s of 
aeeounting for adminib rative expenses, whatis included, the allocation 
of administrative overliead and this sort of thinfr- 

Senator Aikex. What has been the oliect of the increa.se in the 
consolidation of schools and the great incrca.se in luising of sciiolars 
on the fiost of the school lunch programs, 1ms there been any? 

Mr. Lyng. I am afraid 1 could not comment on that. Perhaps ^^iss 
Ivelley or Mr. Hekman could. 

Senator Aiken. ^Yhat do yon think? 

Miss Kellev. I tlxink it^ might increase it or decrease it, sir. 

'J'o the extent- that it enlarged the operation and you got economies 
of scale, A^ou might better utili/e your labor. 

On the other hand, there might be other situations where this con- 
solidation might mean that you would have to bring more prepared 
meals into tb'e school and increase the cost, f doubt that there is a 
iyenorali/ation on that score, sir. 

Senator Aiken. Well, does the consolidation of school result in 
hi^lier participation in the school lunches? 

'Miss Kellev. I am not sure that wc have information that would 
show that. 

Senator Aiken:. What you are sa3Mng, you could feed 500 scholars 
at a lower per capita cost than you could feed 25, probably, is that 
)ight? 

^[issKELLBY. I think there are economies of scale. 

Senator Aiken. I do not want to take np any more time, Mr. 
Chairman. I. do think there is quite a lot to learn about the oi)eration 
of this proijram in the diircrent States and I do not think the time has 
come when wc can simply turn funds over to the State administration, 
to the local administrations, without the Pederal supervision and 
guidance which I feel is necessary. 

The CiiAiKMAN. Senator Allen? 

Senator Allen. Thank .you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lyng, T believe you appeared before our eonnnittee in connec- 
tion witli the school h\\\c\\ bills earlier this year, did you not? 
Mr. Lyng. 7es, T did, Senator Allen. 

Senator Allen. I believe at that time you stated that the amount 
of money requested by the Administration wo\d(Lbc snlBcicnt to 
finance the program. 

Mr. Lyng. Yes, ))ased upon the degi-ce of Federal participation that 
we have contemplated, yc^y 1 did, sir. 

Senator Allen. The l')epartnient felt that the dipping into the 
section 3'2 funds was not necessary or advisable? 
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Mr. Lyxg. T\u\{ is (nio Senator, wlion [ iippcjinnl before Uio com- 
niittoe of which you are chainnan, lha( was on a supploinenlal appro- 
priation of section 32 funds for fiscal 1971. 

Senator Allkx. Ves, sir. 

Mr. Lyxg. Your recollection is correct, 1 testiHed that, we did not 
need (he nioney conleniplat(^d. and as it turned out. we were able, hy 
reallocatinii: money from those States tliat did not spend it all, io 
reallocate .<ome $30 million and were thereby able to get throui^h the 
year without the use of those funds. 

Senator Ai.i.i:x. Well, now, as to the current Hscal year there, you 
will use all of the .section 32 funds that were appropriated, is t'hat 
correct? 

Mr. Ly.vg. Yes, we expect Io use all of those in the regular section 
32 appropriation. 

^ Sojuitor Allkx. Yes, and that Mill not be sufficient to adecpuitel^'' 
finance the projrnnn, the mone^y that has been made available? 

Mr. JvYXG. This bcomes a (piestion of opinion, sir. It will be ade- 
(piate to fimnice the program at the rates that we have projected of 
5 and 30 cents. 

Senator Allkx. Well, now, on (he section 4 funds under the old 
re<j:nla(ions, w;\s not 12 cent,s per lunch allocated or reind)ursed for 
section 4 funds? 

Mr. Lyxg. No, Senator. 1'hat 12 cent figure was only au amount 
that we set in what we called the 'M2 cent rule"^ — an amount that 
(he school nmst use for section 4 before they could n.se additional 
section 32 funds; for free mid reduced price lunches above 30 cen(.s 
per lunch. 

Sena(or Allkx, Yes. 

Mr. Lyxg. But the average .^ec(ion 4 figures were about 0% ccn(^. 

Miss IviCLLKY. Five cen(s or less in (he past 10 years. 

Mr. JjYXG. Over the past 10 years, they have been five cents or less 
im(il last year. Then last year they exceeded 5 cen(s slightly. 

Scna(or Allkx. You have here (he 30 cen(s and the 5 cen(s, (he 5 
cents under seclion 4 and the 30 cen(s under sec(ion 11. That is to be 
allocated among the S(a(es on a sta(ewi(le basis; is that not correct? 

Mr. JjYxg. Yes. This is. an average figure, averaged on a s(atewi(le 
basis. The S(a(es nia}'' vary it within the S(ates. 

Senator Aulbx. wSo that if a State waa(e(l (o, then, thc}'' could, as 
(o some schools, «:ive 40 or 45 cen(s per meal, and that would accord- 
ingly reduce the amount received by other students. 

Mr. Lyxg. That is correct. 

Sena(or Allkx. Then that would not guarantee 35 cents per meal 
(0 each school sys(em? 
Mr. Lyxg. 'J'hat i-' right. Senator. 
Sena(ov Allkx. ^ju\ (0 each schoolchild? 
Mr. JiYXG. Yes» 

Senator Allkx» Well, now, when yon speak of 30 cen(s in addition 
to section 4 funds for each free and rcdnced-price lunch, what would 
cons(i(n(e a reduced-price Innch? In o(hcr w(a*(ls, if 15 cen(« were 
knocked off of the price of a Innch, would (he Government be required 
to put np 30 cen(s to supplement that or replace that 15 cen(i>? 

Mr. Lyxg. The law spells out, defines a reduced-price lunch a.; one 
that costs 20 ccn(s or less (0 the par(icipant. So anything less than 20 
cents is a red need -price lunch. So they could charge, for example, 20 



con\-^ for ii rcduooiUprico. 5nnc!i. We would tlioii 1)C paying 3r, coiils in 
nlus cominodilios. ,1,1 1,..,. 

Soilator Ai,ui:n. WoU, under (lio^e fircuinslaiicos, then, the svsUmii 
Avouhl <jol 50 (Tul-^; is that corrort.? 

Mr. LvNo. 'Plio svsU'in would sjel, 55 cents plus connnoditios. 

Senator Ai-i-i:n'. 50 cents nndor section 11; yes. 

Mr. Ly.vo. That is corroet. 

Senator Ai-m:.n'. :U) cents and then the 20 cents. 

.Mr. LVNG. That ifs correct. . • , ..- 

Senator Au-kn". Now, you S!)eak of -naianteeui-.this nnionnt .>o 
cents total, on a statewide basis, to all school systems ni any particulai 
S?i,t(^ Now, that is based on the Dei)artn.ent's i)ro.eeti()ns of the 
possible exp'an-ion of the program. 

Mr LvN'o. Yes; that is correct. _ . r ,1 

Senator Au-k.v. Vet 1 heard you say that urospective of the e.-c- 
Vansion of the lunch program, you would have 35 cents i)er meal, 
tluit coriwt? 

.Mr. LvN-o. Yes. _ • - 1 ,\,^,^-> 

Senator Ai-i-KX. What, e.xpan.sion have you pro ee.ed then.' 

Mr LrsG. It is a substantial figure. 1 do not have tbe comparison 
of nninbers of p. 'ticipation at the tip of my tongue. 1 wili be hapi)y 
to .submit that f(U- the record. 

Senator AuhDS. 1. wish you would. 

(The information is as follows:) 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM- DUMBER OF LUNCHES SERVED, TOTAL AND FREE AND REDUCED PR ICE 



Total lunch 
(million) 


PetceiU 
increase prior 
yrtar 


Fre^and 
reduced price 
(fnillton) 


Percent used 
over pitor 
year 


3.217.9 

3.368.2 
3.565.1 
3.841.2 
4,335.8 


+2.3 
+4.7 
+5.8 
+7.7 
+12.9 


417.1 

507.7 
738.5 
1.001.4 
1.364.1 


+8.4 
+21.7 
445.G 
+3$. 6 
+36.2 



fiscal vear; 

1S68 

1969.,. 

1970 — 

1971 

1972 — ■ 

Senator Ai-i-av. Now, tlic escalation in the !)rograin, the nnniher of 
children being covered or receiving lunches, both paid for and a - " f'-cc 
01 rcllnccl rate basis, has been much higher than the ad.niiuslratiou 
or the Dennrtincnt contcin|)latc(l through the ycirs, is that correct/ 

Mr LvvG. Actually, we did not get quite the mcrca^^e in participa- 
tion hist rear that; we bad anticipated. As a matter of fact, this is one 
of the iciisons that the per lunch payment of Fcdcra funds came out as 
hirte a. it <li<l in some localities. Where we.bad allocated a block of 
fumls, if there was no increase in participation, they bad more cents 

''°r do j'itSc we have underestimated it, Senator. I think actually 
we have been hopeful that participation, particularly in the total pro- 
o-rain, would 20 up faster than it has. . , t 

" Senator Au.ex. Well, now, has there been an increase on the part of 
tlie Department in amounts paid per meal or allocated to the btates on 
a jjcr meal basis? 
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^r^. LvNG. Only sliizhll}- last year, (here was an inercaso. Prior lo 
that Inno. it rcmainov., 1 think, relativolv constant for a nunihor of 
vears. 



Senalor Allen. In other words, Ihe forces of inflation, (hen, would 
have lo bocontanied or absorbed by Ihe States and local svi?lenis under 
the theory of the Departnienl, is that correct? 

Mr l.VNG. There lias been a sharins:, but there is no quesiion ubout 
il lljal the increased cost of school lunches has cre:)tod a burden for 
loc'il and Slalo sources. 

Senator ALlkx. And it has not been the thcorv of the Dopartmcnt 
that It wouhl share in tins inlh>tioiiary escalation or spiral? 

Mr. Lyng. Well, \\;c have iiuulc an effort. Senator, to' increase our 
participation rate and to share in it; yes. 

It would be incorrect to say tliat we felt that the full burden of the 
inilatioiinry increases should be borne by others. 

Seiialor Allk.v. Well, what was it last vear, then, for a meal for free 
and reduied price hiiiches? 

^^Mr. Lyxg. The annual nationwide average is 31.1 cents in section 

Senator Allen. All vi^ht, uiuler section 4, then? 

Mr. Lyxg. The annual national average was 5.9 cents. That was the 
hi^rhesl it had over been. 

Senator Allen. Well, taken together, then. 

rhe CiiAru.MAN. And section 32. 

Senator Allen. What about section 32, then? 

Mr. Lyng. Section 32 is included in the 31 cents. That is a combina- 
tion of sections 1 1 and 32. 

Senator Allen. That would bo more last yea:- than this vear? 

Mr. Lyng. On an nvenc-v basis, it li ight^be slightly ^nore, yes; that 
IS correct. " 

Senator Al^en. I believe you uid 31 cents was under section 11? 

Mr. Lyng. 31.1 cents. 

Senator Allsn. Then under section 4? 

Vir. Lyng. 5.9. 

Senator Allen. That is .37 cTnts, then, is it not, as against 35 cents 
luoposed for this year? 

Mr. Lyng. The :^5 cents. Senator, is a iiiininiuin figure (hat we are 
guaranteeing as a State average. We think that the full figure will be 
Jiigher than that because, as we have discussed in the ease of Geor^ria 
the section 4 figure there will perhaps be 5.9 for the {^oming ycnv. 
Miere will be other States that will receive more than tlie mininiMni 
^)0 It should be soincthing between the 35 and the 37 cents. 

irjenaior Allen. That is, if more do not participate, more sv ^'ms 
(lo not participate, then it could be just the 35 cents? 

Mi\ Ly.ng. The more that participate, the lower the averaire 
probably would be, particularly if we get increased participation in 
tlio>e States that have high .section 4 allotments. However, in any 
case. It should remain above the 35 cents total. 

Senator Allen. If there is more escalation in the use of the free 
hinch program and there is notsufncieiit funds to provide the 35 cents, 
would It be the police of the Department to come back and ask for 
(leliciency appro])riation, supplemental appropriation? 

Mr. Lyng. Wc would have uo alternative. Senator, but to do that, 
in my opinion. It would be absolutely essential that if it appeared 
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tliiii tlic i)!U-licii)atioii laio so far exceeded our cslimalc ihnt we wore 
<-oincc iK VOiid our npiMolJriaiioii, wo. would lia to. of course, come to 
\lio Congress and ask for nddHional funds. 

SeiMiLor -iLbEN". Well, now, what about the school oreaklas. pio- 
oriam? Is that beinsr escalated tluoughout the country? 
" Mr.LYNG. Not heavily. The budget for a sciiool breakfast piognnn 

is a much more mo<les< iMograin than the ^f'l'ooV"'":'^-^. ,,1?;,; 
Fedcivd ftuKlin- on .cbool broakfast this year wil bc-is ?2.-> null on 
in tlie ai^Hopriation. I believe. That compares wub S.12 million ui the 
:n,proni'iation last year and th-n wo i)ernuttod some f^^^^on -,2 
tvinsfei< last vcar, which made the program about S20 million. I hi^ 
rear with a piosram of perhaps a maximum of S2S miliion, it will be 
able'lo provide ^onlv for an sinnuali/.atioa ol tlie breakfast program 
as it c-xisted toward the cud of the last school year. 
Senator Au^s. Well, nrc any funds being held back for that 

Mi-^Lyxg In the Appropriations Act, as I recall, it is spelled out 
th itSG 5 million would be held back from the apportionment in Oider 
to take care of needs. There are no funds being held back by the 
administration. 

Senator Ai.i/iX. I see. . , , i t 

Well no\\ , as I understand .he position of the -part men I, and L 
a«uinc the administration, it .s your policy to prov. le the cents 
per meal for the free and reduced price lunches and vou take the 
position tliatanvthinc to supplement that should come from the local 
lovernni'^nt?, is" that 'correct? This is as far as yon want to go? 
° \lr Ly.n-g: Yes, that is our j^mposal. That is the fignre that ^^e 
have ill these proposed regulations, b.Miator; yes. 

Sen-itor Aw-en. Well, vou would not look with favor, llten. upon 
having a larger appropriation so that a larger basic amount could Do 
allocated bi'lhe Government to the States? 

Mr Lyn-g. Senator, it would c-ertainly make my life a good deal 
more pleasant these <lays if we had a lot more money m that pro-ram, 
so mv personal view might bo that it would be very nice to be able to 
<nve'tlic States and the local school districts a lot move inoney. But 
- -.rt=^.vou-Gan_porhnps imagine, tiic needs for funds in this whole mitri- 
tioii area arc great. And \\-ithin the framework of overall priorities, 
this is the amount that we have available. 

Vctually, the 30- and 35-ccnt figure is a way, a proposed way, o 
allocating the resources we have available this \ .ar in the Appropria- 

"°Sntfm- Au,EN. Well, now, is this not essentially a form of revenue- 
sharing on the j)art of the Federal Government with tiie local gov- 

ernincnt? . 

Mr. Lyxg. ft is a grant. In that sense, it is; yes. 

Senator Ali.ex. Can yon think of any use to winch sharerl funds 
might be put that would be better than providing lunches for needy 

cliildrcn^ ' 

Mr l/'vxG. Well, I work vorv closely with this program, senator, so 
[ liave to give it a very high priority. But there is a tendency lor all 
of us to tfiink the progninis with which wo are most involved have 
the highest priority. Others set the jn-iorities. 

Senator Aij.kx. Well, the adimmstralion is eommittcd to the con- 
cept of revemie-sharhig. 
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Mr, Lyng. That is true. 

Sonator Ai.i.kn. T belicvo that i> all, thank vou voir nuich. 
Iho ( K.MKMAX. Senator Curtis? 

Sciiaior Cnnis Mr. Secretary, the ])roblcni boforo us toHav has 

^ ^'""k your statement has been" most 

1 would like to make sure that I understaml the charts that vou 
presented (hart No 1. 1 understand that for liie last .i-iico! vhxv 

r^^^^l' ''}'''^'' available for the J-oderal Go^•cM■nlnenl^ was 
.S»o.4 nnilion, is liial coneel? 

Mr Ly.ng. That is correct, that is the irrand total made available 
in cash rjrants to tiie States for school lunidi.Jn,aihlit.i()iKUM4ns would 
be other pro-raius-thc coininoclity programs, the special seliool milk 
prognim of a hun(he<l million dollars 

Sf^nator Cf'utis. In ihe second column, for this school vcar lliH 
liguiv IS raised to .$(>lo.2 million, is that ricrht? 

Mr. Lyng. That is correct. ^ 

Sciiaior Cuiirjs. Is that the cash fiirure? 

rxfr. LvxG. That is ajrain the cash liirurc. 

Senator (\tiitis. Will the commodities be anv less than ihev were'^ 
Air. Lyxg. Ao, xhey will be no h^ss. 

Senator CuiiTis. Now, does the Department expect to make full u<c 
of the entire SG15.2 million:2^ 
Mr. Ly.n'g. Yes. we certainly do. 

Senator Curtis. Js there ;:ny part of it being impounded bv the 
Departineiu of Agriculture? ^ 
Mr. Ly.vg. No, there is none. 

Senator Cuims. I< there any of it that is withheld bv the Office of 
ivlanagcment and Buclgct. 

Mr. Lyxg. No. there is nothing being withheld bv the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

Senator Curtis. Now, E have some questions about chart No 3 
As i view the .second column, if you had not issued a new re^^ulation 
there would be L5 States where they were spending morclhaii 40 
cents or more for a luiu h that would have fared better if vou liad not 
made the proposal, is that ri^ht? 

Air. Lyxg. There \youl(I have been 15 States which would have 
received 40 cents or above had we stayed with the previous .system, 
so they surely would have farce! better, ves. 

Senator Curtis. And eight States that were spending from 35 cents 
to .^9.9 would have fared better if you had not made any such 
regulation? *^ 

Mr Lyxg Yes; there will still be one State, we estimate, that will 
be ni that category. 
Senator Cuirris. I see. 

Now, going down to the bottom line, do I nndei-stand that without 
your regulation, there would have been three States whose reimburse- 
ment would have been less than 20 cents a meal, 20 cents or less? 

Mr. Ly.vg. les, that is correct, Senator Curtis. 

Senator Curtis. Now, under the regulation that vou have promul- 
gated, those three States will be raised up to where they can have at 
their disposal 35 cents, or 35 cents, possibly plus? 

Mr. Lyxg. Yas, with 
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*"Scn:>ior CruT.s. And Ihoro were nine States, if yon hnd not iinidc 
your re«i:nl:ition, thnt are l>ein*i reiinl)ur.se(i from 20 ceuis to 24.9 
for n nienl will be raised up to o5 cents })lu>? 
Mr. Lyng. Ye.s. 

Senator Cuktis. And i^even Siat(»s that were being reimbursed from 
25 centri; to 29.9 will likewise be raised up to the 'io cents plus? 
Mr. Lyxg. To tbe 30 cents pins: yes. Senator. 
Senator C'ruxis. It is is it not? For tbe needy? 
Mr. Lyng. Tbis is jixsl tbe section 11 
Senator Cukti.s. J see. 

Mr. Ly.vg. So it woid<l l)e tbe oO-cent n5:nre: yo^'. 
Senator Cuuxi.^. So 2S Slater? will fare a-' wi^ll or better under your 
regulation tban if A'on bad not made tbe regidaiion? 
Mr. Lyxg. Snbsianlially. tbat is c orrect. 

Senator Ccutls. Tben, wbat yorir regulation does is raise tlicsc low 
ones up to tbe average? 

Mr. Lyxg. Tbat is rigbt. T'hat is what it does. 

Senator Cukti: . And inasnuicb as tbe cost of food, it does not vary 
as nincb as t!ie labor costs and tbe otbcr things over the country, do 
you feel that yoin- proposed regulation then helps to meet tbe objec- 
tive of getting this nionoy to tbe poor and tbe needy? 

Mr. LYXor Yc*s: we really believe tbat it does just tbat. Senator. 
Because while there are some problems in 23 States, there arc 19 
States that would have really sufTered by this. And if il were done on 
a population basis or on a cost-per-luncb basis, we woubl find tliat 
the ligures woidd l)c even more unfavorable, and would appear to l)c 
more unfavorable bad we left il llie way il is. 

Senator Ci'UTis. Now. some of the correspondence that T have had, 
some of the problems were related to the freeze on prices and wages. 
Ls that true? 

Mr. Lyxg. I think tbat has complicated ibis in some localities: yes. 
SenatorCcKTis. Jias the Commission on Cost of Living straightened 
that oat yet? 

Mr. Lyxg. Xo: they have uol. in tbe sense iha( they have not 
permitted an increase in the price of school lunches. 

Senator Cuims. 1 do not have the letter before me right now; I 
recall that one school district wrote to me and for some reason, 1 do 
not recall the details, they cloi-ed tbe scluwd last year .supplying 
lunches for 20 cents. Of coiir.se. that was. under what they had pro- 
posed to do this fall, tbis created a problem. TMiat is something the 
Cost of fiiving C-ouncil could well give some attention to, is it not? 

^^r. [xYXG. As a matter of fact, they did take it up in the Council 
and i( is my understanding that they did not make any exce|)tion for 
school lunches, that they took action but did not give any relief. 

Senator Curtis. J realiy.e tbat tbat Council has a great many 
issues before it and every group feels tbat time is of tbe essence. Do 
you have an opinion as to whether or not they bad an opportunity- to 
nuikc ail exhaustive study of this particular thing? 

Mr. Ly.vg. 1 luive been sitting on occasion on (bat Council as an 
alternate for Secretary Hardin "and I do not think they have had 
time to make an exhaustive study of tbe problems ijivoivcd in tbis. 
As you can well inuigine, the pace has been rather hectic in the past 
3 weeks. 
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Senator Cuu ris. Yes. 

Xow. was there any change in the hiw or llv* roquircnients with 
respect to the portion they co;ihl spend on ef^iiipuient that may liave 
frustrated the plans of some locaiitii\<? 

Mr. Lyxg. It is possible, althouirh 1 think unlikely that we have 
frustrated them serionsly. The ehan^ire that has be^^n made has simply 
been to say that ;>0 percent of the amount of isnniey for ecjuipment 
should be reserved milil March for schocjls that «!(> not hdive pro'jcrani-. 
Now. if there is sonu* real hardship there, wo woidd be willing: lo 
listen even beyond that. 

'i'he only other possible problem would be if the\'' were plauniuir to 
use fuore money than the total ai.unml that would be allocated. 

.Senator Cuirns. I was ihinkinir that there was a change some 
place, cither in the law or the re^rulations, placing a limit on what the 
parricnlar local school, how much of this money iliey could use for 
nonfood purposes. 

Mr. Lykg. Miss Kelh", \'ou sav* tinit we had a problem in Nebraska 
that has since been cleared iip? 

Miss Kelly. Yes. sir. 

Senator, the problem that was directed to our attention was a 
problem involving last year's funds. The State had some equipment 
oblig:itions we did not know about. Because the State demonstrated 
that they had the funds obligated before June 30 for a series of schools, 
we were able to pull back some un needed funds from some other 
Slates and have resolved that problem in Nehniska. 

Senator Cuutis. That could well have included these school^ whore 
they said lhe\' ordered some equipment and it ^vas to be delivero<l 
and the}' tlid not h ve the monc}'? 

Mr. Lyn'G. Yes. sir; those Juive been cleared up and the funds made 
available to those particular schools because they were obligated last- 
year. 

Sentor Cuutis. I got in liere just a moment late after you started 
to present 3'our statement. Where in j'our statement docs it refer to 
the enlargement of this program nationally over the last year or two? 

Mr. Lyn'g. In the very first page, in the third para^aph, Senator. 
I pointed out that in Se])tember of 1970j we had participation, wc had 
22.1 million children and 4 million of those being reached with free or 
reduced price lunches. By April of this year, a few months later, that 
was, we inul 2 million additional children being reached, up 9 percent 
in toto, from 2.1 and a total of 71.3 million chilclren were receiving free 
and reduced price lunches, a gain of S2 percent. 

Senator Curtis. I think that is all I have. 

The Ch.vir.max. Senator Humphrey? 

Senator Hu.mpurey. Mr. Cliairmau, I just have a few questions at 
this time. I know that others have. 

I am trying to compare the testimony that I have had before from 
the Secretary with that that was presented by Miss Martin from 
Georgia this morning. 

I want to go back to chart No. 1 for just a moment — uo^ I mean 
chart No. 2, 

It appears from the figures there that there were 19 States that 
wotdd have their allotments raised. You say a minimum of 35 cents. 
Is that a guaranteed minimum? 

Mr. I YXG. Yes, sir; that would be a minimum. 
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Senator KuMiniUKY. And there are 23 Stale.- iliat have been lowered? 

Mr. Lyng. That is correct. ^ , o 

Senator Kumi'Hkev. No\\% according to the American Food Service 
Association, a survey conducted— this is from Miss Martin's lesti- 
n^ony— a survev conducted by the Amerieau School Food Services 
Association, which is suinina'ri/.ed in her report, the report shows the 
amount of projected deficits by, each State and certain school districts 
within theStates. The uaiional average cost of produciujjca meal, exclud- 
ing USDA foods— tliat is, the commodities— -was 52.0 cents per meal. 
Do YOU tlispute that fiscure? 

^^r. Lyng. No: I think that sounds very much like a reasonable 

Secure. . r^; 

"Senator IIuMriiREY. So, wliat \'ou are saying is that you are going 
to provide up to 35 cents of that 52.6? 
Mr. Lyng. That is correct. Senator, 

Senator Humphrey. And for the neetly, how much of it do you 

provide? , , , ^ i 

Mr. LvxG. That would be the figure for the needy meals, hor the 
nonncedy, il \> 5 cents for everyone plus W cents for the needy. So. 
it is a tohil of :>5 cents for the necd\'. 

Senator IIvmpjirey. So. tlieu the States would h.avc to pick up tlie 
17.6 cents? 

Mr. Lyng. The SMtes or the local 

Senator IIuMPHiiEV. Or localities? 

Mr. LvNG. That is correct. 

Senator IIitmpiirev. You are aware, of coui-sc. thsit most of tliese 
program^ ran into deficit last year? 1 mean at local levels, they Mad a 
IiarJl lime fuudini: them. 

Mr. Lyxg. Yes; the program has been very difiicidt to fund on a 
local basis because thc costs have gone up. 

Senator JIumphrey. So. what you have really done to 2.'^ stales 
who were having a chance to get a little— 1 think my State of Minne- 
sota was one of them— vou have just said we will cut you down. I 
did not come here to iret niv State cut back. I a.ssure a'ou of that. 

There were 23 vStates that went down and 19 States that went up 
under the chart. , , c i ,a 

Mr. Lyn-g. Minnesota. Senator, would ve been one of the 19 
States had we gone ahead with the former formula. Minnesota would 
have been ore of those that would have come out with a lower h^ure— 
our cstimof^ would be that they would get 4.4 cents for all meals and 
29.4 from section 11. So, Minnesota is one of (hose 19 States winch 
gains bv this proposal. , , ^ i r^i . 

Senator ITumpiiuey. Except thev do not think that out there, xliat 
is not the way they evaluate it at all, I can assure you of that. I just 
came from there yesterday, from a meeting with our people, ihey feel 
they aiv gettiiur a first-class whipping under that system. Some of 
the schools in the northern part of the State are going to ha\e to 
close up theu* school lunch programs. Up hi Duluth, up in the St. 
Louis County area, in Mhmeapolis, there are some schools that are 
not going to be funded. . . , 

Mr. Lyn^g. Based upon our estimates there is certainly some mis- 
understanding. . , , ^ . 

Senator IItophrey. I think there is and I would suggest the au- 
thorities get together on it. 
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The point is aimvny (Imt 28 Slates nrc l)oinjr lowered. IJow nuwU 
does ii eosi lo prepare a school hmch in the Stale of ^lieh• .n? \Ve 
Jind the man from Miehi; -ii here, the sehool food service representa- 
tive. Detroit is iu seriolis financial diflicnlty. In Philadelphia, Pa., 
theyare having: tocut out all kind of activilie.s. 

Does this program meet those costs that you have? 

Lyxg. Senator, it does not nieet the total cost. A\'e think it 
is a si7.ai)le Federal jiranl, li is a nuestion then of whether it is a-;king 
loo niuni of the local coninuniitie^s or the States to make up the diU'ei^ 
ence. AVe do not think u is. We think that this is a substantial aniouul. 
Obviously, there is sironir disagreement on that matter. 

Senator HuMiMiuEV. 2\o\v, you mandated every school to talce care 
of every needy child. 

Mr. Lyno, The Federal law says that if you are going lo participate 
in the national school lunch program, you niust give a free or a reduced 
I)ricc lunch, a lunch costing no morcMhan 20 cenLs. lo children who 
come from faniilios with income below the poverty level. 

Senator Hi'.MiMjuEV. And you are trying to get more schools to do 
(hat job. which is connnendablc. But when you tried lo gel mor(^ 
schools to do thai job. did you contemplate what the difliciiriy would 
be in light of ihe incredibly difficult times the school districts are 
liaving 10 finance themselves? ^^r, Secretary, you and 1 boih knov.' 
these school districts are in a terrible finaiiciid biiuk They cannot 
n pay for Hieir teachers, nntch less their hmches. You ordered tliem 
.-I the one hand under the Federal law lo say if you are going lo 
participate in this program, you have to feed every child lliat i^ needy, 
which is surely connnendablc. Then on the otiier hand, you do not 
fund the program. 

Mr. Lv.vor It is not fully funded federally; that is correct. 

Senator IlirMiMiUEV. Jt is not only not fully funded, a large part of 
is is not funded in several States, whero Jlhere is real poverty. Tlial is 
the thin^, that has caused great discouragement around the country. 

Is ir not true that title 1 and OEO moneys are no lonirer available 
for this? , : 

Mr. . I am not thoroughly familiar with that. . nalor, but 
Iliearu t testimony tiiis nunning which indicated tin: nit is true. 

Senator IIuMrnuEY. Title i and OEO moneys have oeen used to 
kind of supplement, sweeten the kilty, so to .spiak. 

^^r. Lv.NG. In some localities. 

Senator IIu.MrnuEV. So that money is out. 

AVhat about transferability here, which we have had testimony 
today on? 

Mr. JjYng. AVe have limited lo some extent the transferability 
from one fund to another, althougii 1 do not tliink it is the major 
point of disagreement. 

Senator Iiu.\iiMi»EY. But it does cut back .igain on the flexibility 
which a State has lo take care of certain nmnbers of, some of these 
programs. 

Mr. LvxG, This Is correct. 

Senator If cmpuukv. So what it really boils down to is nobody seems 
to dispute the fact that there is a national average of producing a 
meal for o2.G cents and you are providing a mininnnn of 35 cents. And 
really, that is what you are providing, 35 cents. 

jMr.LvXG. That is right. 
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S(MijUor TIuMiMiuEV. You luv cxpandiu?: ihv nnnil)or lo bo inHiKkul, 
even tlioimli vourhudijut. if 1 inny have cliju l No. 1. llie lolnl hiulgot 
of ^'\NVnii funding wjTs $015,200,000. IIow nniuy more (dnldron luv 
in vod in ihu school year under lliis |)rojcc-.iod iiiograni for SOlo 
uiiimMi i\s ronipured lo la^L venr? 

Mr. i^YNG. 1 do Jiol have the figure. T >houhl have had it. Senator, 
and I apologiv-e dial i do not. 1 will be ghul lo submit it for the record. 
But it is a fairly substantial increase. 

(The inforuialioii is as follows:) 

SCHOOL lUHCH PROGRAM -ESTIMATED LU.'ICHES SERVED DAILY AND CHILOREfi REACHED WITH A FREE AND 

REDUCED PRICE LUr;CH 

[In millions) 



PreJiminary Proiected 
fiscal year f.scalyear 
1971 I972» 



Lunches setved daJy --- — 22.3 2.1 

Children reached .H.ly,_. - - — 2^,7 ^b./ 

Free aa-J reduced pn:e lunches served daily... ^ o.« '-^ 

Children reached Vfithlree and reduced price lunch.... — - - 

1 Th** 'isoal y^ar 1972 data are b* cd upon the number of lunches ;hat cculd be seried in 1972 if Sutes rrairtain a 
prcgrain levels reached in the spring of 1972 and expand the program into additional saiccis rr» year 19/2. 

Senator FU-mimikky. Ho the fact is, from what my limited infor- 
mation is, thai the i)er nii)ita amounts that are available under the 
.S()l;> million as conipnred to the million is not more but may 

be les<. ^ .1 I i 

Mr. LvN-G. It is sul)stantially the same, but, yes, possibly, not 
srreaier, i)ossil)ly less. 

^ Senator Hi-.mphkev. wc have besides that, the cost-ol-hvuig 

increase— (here is realh inflation increase in th.e handling and 
prei)ar:ition and deliver: this food which is generally agreed U|)on 
a I about o percent. 

Mr. l.YN"G. I am nol^ of the figure. 

Senator fli-MPnuKY. ' o testimony indi(;atcs that, .>!iy, n i)ercent 
is a round fiirure. Whether it is 4 or 0, it is si?i'ely around 5 i)ereent. 

So reallv, what we end u]) with is that we have no more real money, 
or p()s<ibl'v less, to deal with a larger number of children, witli an 
inflation factor of ai)proxiuiately o^perceut, with school (hstncts in 
the worsi critical financial condition that they have been in for years. 
Thai is the i)rol)lein. That is wliv the schools are jnsl berserk when 
thev look at those regulaUons. On the one hand, they are mandated 
to expand the i)ro£:rnm, and on the other Inind, they do not have the 
funds to do it, either locally or from ihe Federal Governiueut. And 
it ha-, caused considerable confusion for (hose States, may I say, that 
were above the line, above the cents, because they have their 
budget prettv (iirhtiv (hnwu. 

A. d bv the wav, the reccuh^tions came down so late Unit mo-( oi 
the hndiret for sell ools liacftaKen place, the idauning of thai budget, 
somewhere in June-Mnv, June, or Jtdy. 'fins has alwavs been a 
problem for the educators in any kind of funding that wo have done 
or anv kind of regiilntion at the l^'ederal level. ^ 

Now, ma V I jisk a little bit about tiio nonfood aid? 1 he regulations, 
according to your testimony Miis morning— and 1 was iinpres.-ed by 
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the qiijility of tluit toslimony^thjit is wliv T ain quotin<r it, also 
propose, quotiiiir now from p:i£:o 7 of the tesliniony of ^[iss Martin: 

* r *42 ^^T-*^^ logislativc policy auotlicr \v:iy. L.-istycar, the States spent 
uoarly s.^s inillioii to luodernize old kitchens and eqnip now eafoteria faeilitio? 
even Uiongh the Congress ai)proi>ri;ilcd only SIG inilliou directlv. Tlie Congrc^i 
-"^^ in"liOn, however, the Department oulr asked 'for $10 million 
ilic (litlerence was made np with tlie transfer auilioritv! 

Tin* Department, in addition to cutting off llic transfer power, has proposed" 
that half of the ?IG nullion av:iilablo for non-food assistanee (equipment) be 
spout after Mim-h tin=t unlass spent in scliools without facilities. 

Now, when you tjike on more chihhcn for more hmches, particnlarh- 
iM many of the poverty areas thai have inadecjuate facilities, doe^ tins 
noi, in n sen?e, slow down the program? 

yh\ Lyng. Vcs, Senator, except that what we are trvins to ae- 
complish here is ataually to have this monev spent in thW%chools 
Avhere they do not liave programs. 

Senator IIuaipiikby. Yes;^ I see the purpose here, to trv to promote 
facdiUes in the school?; where you do not have the programs. But, on 
the one hand, you are encouraging facilities in the schools tliat do not 
have the program in order to get a program started, and, on the other 
hand, yon do not provide the money. 

yiv. LvxG. We are providing this 35 cents. 

Senator IIu.v.pnKisv. But the 35 cents hi most of those places is 
madetjuate. 

This list you had here of 19 vStates that would be* raised, there were 
19 i)eiow the hue. Some of these States were alreadr ii; deficit even 
at ihal low figure on their sc?iool lunch pro*rram. 

Mr. J.v.VG. J :nn sure liiat it has been a problem hi nianv of them, 
Senator. 

Senator IIoipuksv. On the breakfast proijrani we have provided 
you with some additional funds. There was acarrvover I believe of 
about $3 million? ^ ' 

yiw Lyng. That is correct. 

Senator II u.\'PJnn:Y. You appropriated S25 million. You have nnule 
a vailable $18.5 nnllion, which is an increase from last rear, ev(;n tlioutdi 
the program itself will involve a substantial number of new people. 
But \-ou have SIO million left over. Do u'e have anv assurance that 
this SJO million is going to be used, or are we goinsr to have this 
carried over as we did last year, like you did witirtlie breakfast 
program, when you carried over $3 million? 

Mr. Lyxg. I am quite confident, Senator, that we will use all of 
the funds, because it will take all of them, we think, to maintain the 
l)rograni at about the level that it was at the end of the last school 
year. I he amotiiit of funds that we have for the school breakfast pro- 
gram will permit almost no expansion during this fiscal vear. 

Senator IIu.v.pimEY. So, 3'ou are really just holdiufir at about the 
Jevel of where you ended the last school year? 

Mr. Lyxg. That is correct. 

Senator Hu.mpiiuky. That does not take into consideration vour 
suiiinier feeding program 

Mr. Lyng- No; tliat comes from another fund. 

Senator Hu.Mi'iinKY. So, what we are saying now is there is 110 ex- 
j)aiision contemplated in the breakfast program? 

Mr. i>vxG. That is correct. 

Senator Hu.MPJmEV. As compared to what was available last year? 



Mr l.Y.N-G. Tlial. is lislil- H " iH ''«-' an cxpiinsion on a v early average, 
b(U il'i^ not an ox|)ansion over wliat tlie |)arlicii)..tion level was a), the 
em! of tlie school vear. , , . 

.Scu,..tor II.-.V.1MIUKV. Mr. Seerelnry, if vou were to be asked 1m tl ^ 
.•oinn.iltee, how much money does your school ceding Py»5?'"'/'r;' " " 
t-ilkiii" iioNv about breakfast and the regular school lunch and the fiee 
lunch or the reduced-price luneh-how much a|)pro|M-iatioii >'0" 
a^k for-' What is the figure vou would give to tins committee? .Not tha 
wc I'l-e ihe Appvopriaiions'Coniinittee, b-t what were you an hori/.ed 
over wiial vou asked for, how much more than what you got^ 

Mr I.VNG Senator, as I. e.xi)laiiie(l earlier, it is not my role to ^et 
priorities for the administration. We make requests as to where vye 
Ibink Ihe program level should be, hut obviously, those who l-.ave .0 
weigh iiie various things have some problems. 

Senator IIf.Mi'iiKKY. llight. • .. . 

Mr. J.YKG. ao, 1 would have to say that based upon the condition^^ 
in the school lunch program as I found it when 1 came on his job 2 -2 
ear^ a-o we have made great progress. 1 think xvc could be doing 
better mid 1 would be hopeful that fiscal conditions wil P«;';''>'t j'f /<? 
<.ive more resources to the program. But I do not tl 1 ik that to lav L 
am prepared to give von a dollar figure as to wlier. that idcal ligure 
would be if we had all the money for "ll ib.e programs and we ok! not 
have to worrv about i)riorities. ,, ,1 ,i n 

Senaior Ilu.Mi'HUEV. How much funds were added bv the Congrcs. 
over and above the budget recpic-st in that total figure.' 

Mr LvNG. For the school lunch, m the cash figure, h-,.^ 'on- '> 
was transferred from section 32 commodities, to section -^2 i;ash J hi^ 
li-m-e does not reflect the commodities that, we ! c giving the .choo... 
"senator IIir.Mi'HUBV. Does it refle(;.t section 32 tunds? 

Mr. l.v.NG. U docs, yes. The special sectum 32 hguie is m milhon 
hichcr because of the action of the Congress. 

Senat(,rIiT;.MPiniEY. Would you think Uiatui lightof (he increase 11 
numbers which the Department is encouragmg—iuay .1 suggest iikM 
respectfnllv that I heirtily ai,i)i-ovo of that ' ■ 

think the couiitrv has come a long way, as has the Government,, 111 
cnn; of taking care of the needy. I tiiink we have ^^J}}^^^;^ 
in this countrv Wc got the stamp program beyond ti e wildest liianis 
of people hero 10 years ago, because 1 .hink 
m.a le up their minds that i)eople are going to be led 111 tlii=, ^-ountJi 
Te President says he waius it done, you say you want it done, wc sax 
w-e\4nl i^t do;ie.^3ut the problem is after we have said it, do wo pro- 
vide it? Particularly when we are dealing with the hard reality ol the 
local condition of financing of the schools. 

I list have to hear down 011 this, Mr. Secretary,' b-eeause 1 co c 
from ii reasonably pros|)erous community out m oiir part o the 
country. But we arc just ui) against it on financing otir school.. \ e 
i?illy ire just up against it! When you go to St. Louis CounU a 
D 1 l ith Minn., Mr. Secretary, there ust is not any money. Wc ire 
Si" to have io close down some of those school programs out there 
uiide'r this formula. And that is not a happy experience. 

Therefore while I know vou do not set priorities, 1 am sure you ee 
the same way I do about tlie necessity of this program, or the good of 
i We have liad Avonderful testimony of its ),enelits health wise, m 
ten IS of school dropouts, in terms of (he learn.ng-lhe evidence is 
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iti (10! l^,t. I his IS one of (!.e most wondorful pro-mnis wo Ik ve 
m c h„-at.on jus( for o,l,K-„lion ilsolf. We know (hut (o he the cnso. 

J lion wlnit wonid you (lunk would linve (o he ndded (o (hiK ,S()15 
niilhon over (here to provide rensom.hlv ch)sc (o Unil 52 cenls thiit is 
nil nvenige? .i'if(y-(wo ,en(s will »(>(, provide <i nied in New York 
ilio ninn from Lu hdo this iiioriiiiig indiciKed tlint iiiid I think (liev 
Jiiivc !i pro(ty good progrnni. 

But if you wero (o provide o2.o cents? 

Mr. Lyxg. Ench 5-cont iiiciense in (he nniouiit of free and reduced- 

SeiiiUor IIuMi'iiREY. Or 15ceii(s. 
S2lo'niillbn ^'""^'""'"S)- Or 15 cents, you would be tnlkiiig about 

Seiintor Humpukev. If you ii.jreased it by 15 cents, there would be 
a iiiitioiinl average of 50 cents, is (hat ri-ht? 

Mr. LvxG. That would he correct. 

vSenator HujiniiiBY. $220 million? 
abmit liihl?' Senator. ^Hss Keller, am I 

^Tiss ICellev. Yes. 

.Seiia(or H tuiniHEV. So for aiiodicr S225 or $220 million, we could 

I;;-reiiti^iua^;jr' 

.v.vinir^f -'^^ 'f ^f-'^'i ?cduced-price lunches, you would be 
jmiiig a ather substantial ])ortion of the cost of free and reduced- 
])ii'!e lunclies, yes, sir. 

SemUor IIumimikey. Thank you. 

The CiiAiH.MAN. Senator Elloiider? 

Senator EhLRSimi. ^Viiat would that bring (he percentage of (he 
cost of the I'ederal Govermueiit (o if we provided the fuiKh'> 
(ho ir"; ^'Tf loduccd-pricc lunches, it would briii- 

, oi n ./' Government's share (o-oh, L tliink we would be getling 
aboit ?i<rlit? " " '">^'0""-i(le-is thai 

Miss IvELLEY'. About 60, T believe. 
,.nn'^'''/i'-.'-^'^' T^);^'""''^?- 'J'l'e.V%uml that 58.6 on (his survev widiout 
I)f (lie cosr''' '^^''-''-o'l'^'cs, we would be paying 90 percent 

Senator IIuMi'ii KEY. For the free lunch for the noedv' 
Mr. .Lyng. For the free lunch, yes. 

<r.;S"M"'"/^''T'" ^'^ ^'"'y l^'-''"^™^ fo'- ^I'e militarv, I 
guess, the lunches they ge(.. ' 

The OiiAi K.MAX. Seiia(or Chile.s? 

(eVtifie,lT>n&'^'^ }^'\^rT^-'''y' r ]>'-esent June 8 when vou 
Iwnr i ? '^r"'""'" A"'" ' suhcoiiiniittee. 1 wanted (o just review 
■f n 7 <i ■ 1 occui red at (.hat sul)coinnii((ee at that 

time i think wc were dealing with .several hills, but one of (he hills 
was Tlouse hill 5257.that would have provided oi^ voally just g ven (he 
De partnient authority (o dip into surplus section 32 funds for not 

to MOO million for ( le next year. As .1 recall, we went (hrough some 
testimony as to wheSlier Unit money is needed or not 
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In connection with that, wo irot iiitc '\ pretty i^encnil dir^rus^ion on 
the whole iVcc huich program. I am concerned, and J will tell you at 
the outset, this is hased on testimony that I heard at that tinie. and 
the lesiiniony that J am ]iearin<; now and what I am hearing from the 
Stales now. j asked you at that time if you had ample money for Iho 
amouPil recpiested by the President's budget. Then you said that vou 
felt that you had ample funds and thai the preseiit budge? would take 
care of that. 

Tlien I was asking. *'are yon saying this is an iunple amount to lake 
care of all of the needs?'' J think \>,u said at that time. "1 am not say- 
ing it is an am|)le amount to take care of all the re(p!ests for the State." 

'Hien 1 said. "Well, tlie concern is whether the administration's 
budget re(iuest i.s sufficient to take care of the needs." 

You replied: 

Ye-s there has bo(Mi concern o.\pie<>('d on-the niaUcr. I think it is fair to s:\v 
prognuus have boon growing. Tiieie is a qucsUoii, of cour^jo, of fiscal priority. 

'J'hen we got inio th? question as to what- were going to be the in- 
erea.sed requestsS, how big would they be, and what were the needs? 
Senator Allen was questioning you again and he .said: 

If we can, wo hope \vc can Tt the addition..! school to participate. And if our 
bndgei rc(|uest for tiscal 1072 piovos to bo iasuiliciont, wo will not hosUtato to come 
to the Congross for an additional appropriation. 

1 want to ask you now, do you think you have to eome to the Con- 
gross for additional approj nation? 

Mr. Lysg. Senator, based upon the reimburseniei hedule wo 
have in these regulations, we will come pretty close to , . Au<r within 
our appropriation figure. Jt may be that even'at the "0-ccn't figure and 
the 5-cent figure, we eould run short. As a matter of fact, if we get the 
participation that some of our |)eople anticipate, it would indicate a 
shortage of possibly as nnich as $40 million. But, substantially, at the 
projected rate of reimbur.sement, wc have sufficient funds. 

Senator Cuiuos. N"ow, Mr. Secretary, that is where J am concerned, 
when you .say based op. tlie now regulations that you have adopted. 
Because at that time, we were a.sking you again. Senator Allen was 
asking you, "Well, now, Mr. Lyn^^ with 23,000 .schools not even partic- 
ipating in the program at this time^ bow would vou feel if you had 
adecpiate funds to oj)erate the i)rogram and make lood available to the 
needy children witlioiit jwovidingsome increase?'' 'J'hen you said, "We 
are going to |)rovldc ih^ increa.se from the milk prograin by switching 
it over.'' But you .said, "Our best estimates would indicate that \i 
would pi-obably be suflicient ba.sed on the .same amounts ol^ reimburse- 
ments and grants to the State.s'-tiiat we have had in the past,'' at that 
same level. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, you told us then you were going to use the same 
amounts of reimbursements. Again you reiterated, right after that, 
*'We believe we (^au take care of the normal growth. If it is insufllcient^ 
for the administration, we will not hestitate' — that is the second 
time-— -"as we have done in the past to come in and ask for additional 
appropriations." 

One other time, you said you would not hestate to con^e in and 
ask for additional appropriation. 

Sv) now, 1 want to ask you, at the time you were testifying before us 
on June 8, did you know you were going to change the regulations and 
what the requests would be? 
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Mr. Lyng. Xo; ] did not know that thon. StMintor. IJowovor. 
upon the dinicndties Ihnl wo lind sprinir. we had Invn workinir in 
nn oHort to conio up with soniothinir which wonid giv.* tho Stnto< and 
givo the lo(»jd connnunilios sonio sort of a guideline as to how niiieli 
the\^ eouk! oxpeet on an annualized basis, .so thai we have e(»nu' (»ul 
very close to wliat 1 projec^ted in that testimony. 

Now, it is not, the same anionnl for eaeh Stato, \n\i Tfi^ the same 
amount in total to the Stales p<tr lunch or very chwe to thai. 

S<Miator OiiiLKS. ^^r. Secretary, if you were using the regnhuion^ 
that you wore u.sing before your now rcgulntion^. you would bo ((Mi- 
sidcrably .short of money this year; would you not? 

^^r. Lyng. No. Senator. Wo wotdd have some })robleni^ of realloca- 
tion sK we moved into the .sjH'ing. We would find some States with 
nu)re money than they needed and mhho States would be ^hi^rl. it 
would depend again on if we had the .same kind of rejxidation.s that 
we did last year. The States objected very strenuou.sly to this rj-coni 
rule. If we did not have that 1 suspect we would conu^ very, very 
short in some States. 

Senator Chiles. Now you are going back ivaCi giving n;e informa- 
tion that certain States would 1)0 short au'l certain States would not. 
But overall, would yon not be short of funds for the overall pro'jrrani 
if you administered this year, with the gjowth we have, using the 
resrulations that you had before? 

.Nfr. Lyng. We would come out just aI)out the same as wo <lid last 
year, Senator. 

Senator Chiles. Not tbe same as last year. Yon are saving money 
with the new regulations; are you not? 

Mr. Lyxg. r^o; I do not think we are, Senator. We are going to 
be spending $78.8 million move, as 1 pointed out- 

Senator Chiles. '!'bat is again not tJie answer I wan]. ] know 
Congress has appropriated additional moneys. But J am* trying to 
find out whether you are short of the funds that you would need if 
yon were under the regulations as 3''ou were the previous year and 
then crank in the growth that we ha.ve in the })r6gram. 

Mr. JjYNG. No; I do not think we would be. 

Senator Chiles. You do not think you would I)e short? 

Mr. Lyxg. No. 

Senator Chiles. Youv tables do not contain amounts. C\)u!d you 
give me the amounts? We know that 19 States v/ould fare ])etler 'one 
way and 23 States would fare I)etter another way, but we do not get 
any dollar amounts. What are the dollar amounts of those 19 States 
that fare better and what are the dollar amounts of the 23 States 
under the old regulations? That would allow me to compare a little 
bit I)etter what the figures are. 

Mr. Lyxg. I would be happy to submit ihat for the record, Sonaior. 
I do not have the figures in front of inc of the projections on section 32. 
I do have a page for cacli State of the allotments of section 4 and 
section 11, school breakfast and equipment issistancc. Wc would 
take the anticipated participatio'i for free and reduccd-priee lunches 
and allot an estimated amount of section 32 for each State and submit 
that for the record if you would likc. 
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(The lufornialioii is as follows:) 

STATE AGEIJCIES 



I9?2 

1970 1971 (estrmatcd 

Child nulfition (»«tual est) (atlual use) a^jdability) 



ALABAMA 

^?mmm.i^i 55.479.741 $7,257, 127 $6.9S9.1U 

Sec 11 ' - 2,(W3.8S8 7,711.462 8.653 715 

School bwakfast:"!:.!!I».". .. M8.051 350. 709 1 543.162 

Equipment assista.icc. ... 326.095 25t.393 2S0.8G0 

Total., 

Specii.1 sec. 32. ■-- 



ALASKA 

Apporliomnems; ^SUJO 283. 163 

Seer .! , - n2.SM 214.367 22o,188 

School blcakfVsi! \l 130 44,K4 » 69. 951 

Equipment assistance , , 11.300 v** 2^ m 

Total 3^,^20 53X9^^ ^^^ClO 00? 

Special sec. 32: ... . - -^SJG^ .M62.5SI ♦S9L824 

ARIZOHA " - ^ 

Apporlbnmenls: ^ ^.^^ 2.r.7J69 

Sccli 1 553.125 1.677.339 1.8«2.275 

School bfeakfast:..,.,;.. - ... I43,C03 132.742 MSH?! 

Equipment assistance . -- 94.17 0 123.976 127. .75 

Total , ... .. -"^ ?.325,93G 3.924, 115 4.21,0 9S6 

Special sec. 32./---.1 -. -47^1,605 .M.738,279 _^^035,694 

ARKANSAS " ~ 

APP^itionmcnts: ^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^ 3^^^^^^ 

Sec 11 1.481, 181 4.648.6S7 5,204.144 

School bre'akfasir....: 113,608 218.903 - 328 8»9 

Equipment a^^^^^^^ 1 191,331 138. 266 ^ 143. 122 

Total. 4,872,265 9.093,763 9 613.615 

Special sec. 32". I M. 0 53. 590 i924.3W « 1.8 00^3j8 

CALIFORNIA ' 

^'""ii'T.''^' ... 6.308.394 8.470.6?0 3.421.479 

Sec 11 . S.?32, 134 l0,303,Ki 11.562.472 

School broVklast 975.953 402.190 * 6*3.^86 

Equipment assistance 403.567 1.089,3^0 1.1 15.355 

Total 8.920,048 20,265.715 21,742.692 

Special sec. 3r......:...:.: '^l^'^^^l "JiJ^'^^L-^^i^^^'-'^^ 

COLORAOO ~ 

Appoaionrncnts: ^ ^3^3^^^^ ^.343.214 

Sec. 11" 1 . I...!.:...... 228.136 1.471.549 1.756. 130 

School breakfast ,93.705 144.113 » 215. 105 

Equipment assistance... 100.973 128.348 134,515 



CONNECTICUT 

^^^%^^TT 1/82.306 1.990.373 1.954.619 

Sec. 11 129.612 1.160.623 1.257, '40 

School breakfast 120.992 . 90.131 » 187.725 

Equipment assistance 72.061 323.887 346.797 

Total 

Special sec. 32 



DELAWARE 

Apportionments: ... .,_ ... 

Sec 4 446.180 601.788 617.067 

Sec if 45.297 424.643 407.377 

SchQol breakfast 8.593 25.630 » 93.479 

Equipment assistance 16.817 24.000 39.446 

Total 516.887 1.076.061 1.157.369 

Special sec. 32..... * 87, 105 M 75.082 306.773 

See footnotes at end ol table, p. 97. 
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STATE AGEriCltS -Continued 



ERIC 



Child nutrition 



1970 
(actual u^e) 



1971 
(actual use) 



DISTRICT or COlUr^BIA 

Appouiommenls: 

SeC.4 ........ . . r r. 

Sec. 11 

School iMMkfasi 
Eqmpnienl assistance , 



Total - 
Special see. 32.. 



260^564 
281,173 
88,2:6 
15.506 



349.875 
776.94: 
64.547 
78,810 



460 194 
871.S7»1 
« 81 m 
84 282 



Appodonments: 

Sec. 4 

Sic. 11 

School breakfast 

CQuipment assistance.,. . 



Total - . 
Sp^i ^cc. 32 . 



FL0R!OA 



Apporiioi.mcnts: 

Sec. 4 

Sec.lU... 

School breakfast ... 
Equipment assistance.. 



GEORGIA 



Apportionments: 

Sec 4 

Sec.ll.».. . ...... 

School breakfast. . . 
Equipment assistat)ce.. 



TotaL... 
Special sec. 32., 



HAWAII 



C45. 489 


1.270, 176 M88.06S 


2 848.295 


1.520.289 


LS85 8id 


. 6.517.725 


8.633. 542 


8.869.017 


. 2.532.725 


6.868.176 


7. 707.327 


337.720 


408.961 


i 674,919 


403.027 


435.722 


448. 5S3 


, 9^821. igF" 


16.34' "04 


699, 821 


« 6. 022. 694 


^6.67t.^32 


^ 10.984.881 


. 7.583.774 


10.018. 890 


9.792.918 


2.345.755 


8.634.687 


9.689.669 


280, 291 


401.563 


1 740.020 


485.664 


373.017 


372.386 


10.695. 484 


19.428. 157 


^2'bT594,993 


3 4, 558. 268 


? 6. 003. 293 


»i 5.931,073 








. 974.9)6 


1, 309. 161 


l.?69.776 


103. 379 


497,651 


493. 224 


32. 19? 


31,084 


M39.467 


18,988 


43.515 


45. 453 



1,129.' ^2 
3 142. 1/7 



1,831.411 

i 290. 320 



1.953.920 
^« 160.093 



Apportionments: 

Se:.4 

Seen 

School breakfast...... 

Equipment assistance.. 



Total ... 
Special sec. v2.. 



IDAHO 



727, 111 
52,359 



1,C07, 840 
527.473 



44. 756 



824. 2i6 
2 224.616 



I79,<i7'i 

1 / 15^289" 
2364,033 



981,502 
768.370 
1119.155 
52, 131 

I,92l7l56 
iM45. 1C6 



ILLINOIS 

Apportionments: 

Sec.4 4,818,475 

Sec. 11 53I.£41 

School breakfast.. 267, M4 

Equipment assistance.. 2S6,wS9 



6,470.010 
6.966,528 
319.009 
626,052 



7.472.803 
7.817.695 
1 576. Ml 
7C8.d54 



Total 5.912.S49 14.381. 5S9 16.555.9S3 

Special sec. 32.. 2 6036.782 2 8.152.753 »« 7.446.02*. 



INDIANA 

Apportionments: 

sec.iL\"r"!!"!i^"i;""!;^;;""i!""!4!".;""."""; 

School breakfast.- 

Equipment assistance. 

Total 4.589.880 

Special $ec. 32 2 1,017. OSS 



3.963.886 
242, S93 
129, 154 
253.847 



5,322,510 
3.393. 101 

389.694 



6. 002. 445 
4.438.562 
« 47 2. 938 
375.931 



9,318,325 
2 585, 193 



11.289, 870 
I'O 



IOWA 



Apportionments: 

Se:.4 2.674,466 3.734,780 3.S07.057 

Se:.ll 211.427 2,172,932 3,194,6?0 

SchJOl breakfast.... 95,343 124. C04 » 325. 294 

Equipment assistance :54.620 252.^:71 193,189 



TottS 3.145,856 

Special sec, 32 21^110, 108 



6.284. 187 
-*8S6.177 



7,620. leo 

1^0 



See footnotes at e.id of table, p. 97. 
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1972 

1970 1971 (estimated 

Child nutrition (actual use) (actual use) ava.iabihty) 



KANSAS 

Appo.t.oiments: ^^53^5, 2. 780. 249 2. 555. 2^9 

?!;-n „: 199.853 1.335.393 2.416.S30 

l^hte^:":"^'":::^^" ,fo.^f| i^j sn » mm 

Equipment assistance.. ^^ '^ . z l 

Tc.,1 2. 309. 625 A, 726. 081 5. 331. 21'. 

speciais«l3r.::::::::::::::::::::::"^ _»527.292_j^i3i^g_ '^207.^19 

KENTUCKY 

Apportionments: 4.850.83& 6.428.002 6.189.368 

%Z u - 1.619.214 6,289.351 7.057.780 

Sch'ool bf^a'klVst . 763.479 317.262 1 486.110 

Ewe^S^^^ - l^t^l J^2^1 

TM,i — . 7.513.835 13.2/7.218 13.971.983 

Special s«.3Y/."Il!I!;i""i''l""./- - "^-^'-ll^^ " V*?-'^5 J^K089.632 

LOUISIANA 

Appoitioriments: _ 6.814.355 9.149.9S5 8.776.940 

i^'u 1.752.345 7.C94.SS9 7.961.795 

^i}^i^::y::^::::::::^:::.^ - wo-sog 430.435 ie|8.432 

Equip-nent assistance..-. — - - - -05.51S 32o.637 ^^24.884 

To,,, . , 5.613.637 17.C01.S97 17.732.051 

sped2i^!32::::::::::::::v v:::":.;. / ^^-^^^ 

MAINE 

Apporticnments: g^^gj^, i^i^jn \.m,i52 

|!;-?r - " ' .„ 178.406 1.056.315 1.145.417 

sc'J-oJ bf-eawaVt:":::::::^ 30.354 59.419 133.753 

Equipnsent assistance - - ^2,00, 102.S11 

T.,.| , 1.106.747 2.373,418 2.575.389 

Special se?! 32"::::.:::::::.::::..:.... ^ j ^ ^-g" iu36.j20 ^m .^ 

MARYU\ND 

Appoitionments: 2.153.975 2,971.837 3.165.418 

w 225.455 2,763.334 3,095. 784 

School breaVfasr"' " ' ...'./: 1*7'278 173.022 273.039 

EquiJInen^^^^^^^^^^ 126.027 163.001 183 .0S9 

tqi^, , 2.657.735 6.071.194 6.717.320 

Special skIv2:::::::::::::::::::::::::::..-.-:. • ^• '^J2t^''}.-J^-J^ 

^MASSACHUSETTS 

Appoitlonments: 5. 334. 638 5. 324. 533 

' " " :;:::, . 689,68i 3.011.437 3,201.394 

SchMlh?eakVaVt - - 59 200 i42b.l72 

E^i?nS«fc::::::::::.:::::::::;::::::::.::::^ 254. 426 eo3.8i5 82 3.509 

To»,i .. 4.976.504 9,263.030 9.774.602 

Spedals« 32:::::::::::::::::::::::::::.: -^jM^Jiyi. V '^S^^, 

MICHIGAN 

Appoitionments: ^ 5,231,296 

„ 327.656 4.933.257 6.183,674 

School breakYaVt ' " .":'— 215.322 261,895 1 418,601 

ESntii^^^^^^^^^^ :..- 247.315 791.979 8 13.341 

Total 4,652,180 11.172,683 12.645.912 

Special SW.32.:::::::":::::::::"::::::::..::::".:::..... j^ 2.02i.945 - u82>70 3 «3,ii9 ,8qo 

MINNESOTA 

Apportionments: ^ 5 333^^2 

c!:'n : ::::::. 271.037 3,669,391 4.028.219 

?chftM hfMkTaVt " Jo7 177,513 ' 426. 192 

Ew!^«^nco::::::::::.:.^ 

Toiai 4, 057, €55 9. 270. 037 10. 079. 953 

spcdauv^32:::::::::::::::;:::::::::::::: ::.:::::::::::::::::: ^ 622 ^ 2.327. m 

Sec lootnotes ct end ol tabic, p. 97. 
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STATE AGENCIES-Continued 



Child nutrition 



1970 1971 (estimated 

(actual use) (actual use^ ?vailability) 



MISSISSIPPI 

Apportionments: 

If?- Jj 4.596.459 6, 171.903 5.854.631 

fee. 1.803. 176 6.925.178 7.771 294 

School breakfast 421.514 3C6.614 U62 523 

Equrpment assistance... 284,S66 250.387 247;503 

. Total.. 7.1C6. 115 13.654.037 14 335 956 

Special sec. 32 :2.277.!24 8 3:525.003 « 4! 942! 574 

MISSOURI - - ^ 

Apportionn:ents: 

fee. \. 4. 164. 863 5. 532. 375 5. 578. 241 

i^Vr-vr-; ^24.993 5.043.522 5 834 845 

School brMkfast 40.936 183.675 1 443 049 

Equipment assistance 15C. 156 258,817 261. 293 

4,980.948 11.078.389 12,117.428 

Special sec 32 s 1.298.284 g 632. 623 » 468. 737 

MONTANA " "'^ 

vApporltonments: 

I^J: 479.622 655.309 684,165 

f^ ir— rVT 89.984 637,762 689,383 

School breakfast 29 934 41.382 1 98 207 

fquipmenl assistance „ 28,542 80,385 83.850 

Total 628.032 1,414,838 1.555,602 

Special 3CC 32 5 226,225 s 347, 076 »0 

HEBRASKA " 

Apportionments: 

Sec. 4 1,158,644 1,555.783 1.678,164 

Seen 187,603 1,460,640 1.661.414 

School breakfast 30.409 91.476 U68,244 

Equipment assistance 71.833 111.456 118.899 

Total 1. 44M89 3.219.355 3.626.721 

Sp^ecial sec. 32 2 658,144 2 770, 168 m 455, 044 

NEVADA 

Apportionments: 

Sec. 4 148.987 200.046 201. 176 

Sec, 11 24.773 208,076 191.551 

School breakfast - 15.731 18.511 » 64. 174 

Equipment assistance 8.866 50.249 51,477 

Total 198. 357 476. 882 50s]378 

Special sec. 32... M2.158 t 525. 04i >x 333. 424 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Appoitionments: 

Sec. 4 539.092 737. 798 749.535 

Seen 43.705 434,328 487.394 

School breakfast 24.006 27.371 1 102. 813 

Equipment assistance - 27.815 136,310 76.636 

Total.. 639.618 1.335,807 1.416.378 

Special sec. 32 M 21.223 ?211.762 » 8. 380 

HEW JERSEY ~ 

Apportionments: 

Sec.4 2.C67.211 2.775.756 2.918.738 

Seen..... 370.961 2.609.870 3.101.215 

School breakfast 236.248 160.225 I25S.657 

Equipment assistance 127,242 671.368 692.410 

Total 2. 801. 662 6.^217^219 6.968,020 

Special sec. 32 M.C82.986 «2.055,5C8 » 3.613,455 

NEW MEXICO ^ 

Apportionments: 

Sec.4 1,258.409 1.716.548 1.825.189 

Sec. 11 630.712 1,586.793 1.780.668 

School breakfast 78.828 121.370 1 178.606 

Eqiiiprnent assistance 67.447 69.095 79.188 

Total 2. 035. 396 3. 49II06 3^37651 

Special sec. 32 - » 496, 871 ^2^193. 150 2^2,159,280 

Sec footnotes at end of table, p. 97, 
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ERIC 



1972 

1970 1971 (estimated 

Child nutrition (actual use) (actual use) availability) 



nEV/ YORK 

Appoitionments; 

Sec 4 10. 8W, 792 14. 588, 708 K. 249. 983 

Sec.ll. 6,270.297 11.012.490 12.537.193 

School jfeakfast. „ 267.749 800.642 U. 054, 066 

Equipment assistance 646,556 1. 149,808 1,224.269 

Total 18,049,394 27.551.648 29,065,511 

Specialsec32 Ml. 325.932 M7. 002,315 ^ 17. 593.579 

HORTH CAROLINA " ~ — 

Appoitionments: 

Sec4 8.048.458 10.640.835 9,977,231 

Sec IK... 2.951.222 11,095.546 12,45!.IS6 

School breakfast „. 356,354 i92.422 1 753,00b 

Equipment assistance 478, 958 386. 729 370, 968 

Tctal ^ 11,855.002 22. 615^532 23,552.400 

Speci3lsec32 J4, 175.283 25.215,371 4,477.966 

nORTH DAKOTA 

Apportionments: 

SfiC.4 749,486 1,006.401 1.034.327 

Sec 11 81.323 682.310 959,866 

School breakfast 10,582 25.576 1 122.880 

Equipment assistance 44,603 180.370 47.603 

Total ^895^657 2^647675 

Special sec 32 2 209.175 s 207, 604 s'O 



OHIO 

Apportionments: 

Sec4 6. 149.970 8.257. 874 8. 100.078 

Secll.- 826 527 6,090.1:2 7,293.623 

School brw'dast 948.430 389.076 » 620,741 

Equipment assistance 355,577 618.039 629.862 

Total 8. 291. 505 15, 355. 101 16. 644. 304 

Special sec 32 ^ 2, 992, 306 »5.038,i587 '5 2.004.733 



OKLAHOMA 

Apportionments: 

Sec 4 2,302,851 3,092,175 3,264,449 

Secll 550,035 3.497.700 3.925.046 

School breakfast 266.368 178,566 » 280,017 

Equipment assistance 137,933 136.352 150.016 

Total 3'. 257. 188 6. 904, 793 776197528 

Speci3lsec32 2 2,067,920 2 1.262.957 " 1.585,276 



OREGON 

Apportionments: 

Sec. 4 ^ 1,486,531 1,998.068 2, 123,360 

Secil , 117,670 1,229,860 1,364,989 

School breakfast, , 35.174 81,274 129.614 

Equipment assistance. 91,592 113,268 121,263 

Total - 1,730.967 3,422.470 3780972^6 

Special sec 32 2554.019 2i,S09.922 *M, 331. 389 



PEfifiSYLVANIA 

Apport:cnmcnts: 

Sec 4 5, 863, 239 7, 879. 571 8. 318, 739 

Secll.- - 463.556 6,084,899 7,882,511 

School breakfast. 76,334 336.109 » 636, 143 

Equipment assistance 351,204 ^ 747,685 783,509 

Total 6,759.333 )5.078.2W 17^.907 

Special sec 32 2 2. 355, 157 ^ 2, 721. 916 « 3. 626. 994 

RHODE ISLAND — 

Apportionments: 

Sec 4 312, 3i8 419,400 434,217 

Secll 93,0i8 694.021 778,815 

School breakfast 59.111 66.420 J 80.595 

Equipment assistance.. 18.582 88,346 90.087 

Total ^483.049 1.268.187 1,383,715 

Special sec 3? 2/93.387 2 474.250 « 81,834 



See footnotes at end of table, p. 97. 
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1972 

Child nutnfon Ulu,\ use) (actual Ise) aSb.I,^) 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Appo.'tionments: 

IfJ'^p- — - " 5.027.71! 6,658,484 6.230,367 

c^Lih-.-VfVT" — — — — 2.905,466 6,458.162 7,25^877 

School breakfast ..„...„ 221,502 326,432 1 483 997 

Equipment assistance _ 299, 195 233 153 223 029 



- /°JJ'V7 — - 8,453,874 13,676,231 14r202.270 

Special sec 32... _ ""_*A"^'i? ^3,681,725 «4:266.561 

SOUTH DAKOTA ""^ _ 

Apportionments: 

* - - 664,417 90G.S98 909,748 

?^„.h:"V/;r - - *31,089 835,180 1,358,091 

School breakfast „ , 53,320 87.711 1 114 10 

Equipment assistance 40,895 408 557 73 282 



ERLC 



<^^^'.J°}iK-. - 889,792 2,238.4,5 2.455r222 

Special sec. 32... ..„,.... ...^ J303,762 J733.363 <M72;9I6 

TENNESSEE ~ — — 

Apportionments: 

S^c.^...— - 5,124,801 6.773,626 6,719,068 

i-;„ii;o;vfVcr""" * - i,64i,24i 7,579,719 8.540.431 

ScoolLreakfast .„......„„... 280,987 331.135 i 523 432 

Equipment assistance 304,973 242,970 2451964 

n^.r.J^li^'-i'y ••" " • 7,35?002 74,932,450^ 16,028^895 

Special sec. 32 „ t2.761, tj, 251 , 949 « 2, 346, 863 

TEXAS 

Apportionments: 

SecJ. „ 8.310,762 11.165.39/ 10.964.477 

Sec. 11 1,941,798 15,617, 142 17,477,211 

School breakfast 457,593 512.758 » 822.569 

Equipment assistance 532. 512 453. 415 461. 560 

c^^'J°li\r'" 11. 242^665~2r748T712 29r725.8r7 

Special sec. 32 » 4, 561, 709 i 8. 302. 649 "18,227.820 

UTAH --v: ... -T^ ^ 

Apportionments: 

SecJ. 1,500,858 2.048,872 2,050, 161 

i^J;Mi;;;;!;fV.f - —■■ 295,318 755,232 746,509 

School breakfast. , 17 352 45,188 » 194. 457 

Equipment assistance.. „. ^s,m 85.460 89,512 

wi.uJj'v^ - ■ "— - J. 909, 652 T934.'752 ZmT^ 

Special sec. 32 , * 684. 287 2 1, 188, 357 «J 917, 231 

VERMONT -=^^z^- — -t:^ 

Apportionments: 

l^'i; - 334,738 407,362 436,985 

Sec. 11........ 65,679 486,599 546,051 

School breakfast 31, 100 40,237 » 80 791 

Equipment assistance 21, 437 50, 261 30] 749 

<^..y.J^li\v" - - - <52,l54 9I4. 459 r094^76 

Special sec. 32.... ^ , _ M98,225 » 326. 727 373, 516 

VIRGINIA . — -.=^ 

Apportionments: 

If??:-- ■ - - - 4,898,489 6,577,455 6,655.184 

S!J-J/.--:,y-: - 1,415,206 6,512,860 7,335.361 

School breakfast. 221,827 322,863 » 518,930 

Equipment assistance.. 290,611 227 715 238 634 



WASHINGTON 
Apportionments: 

Sec.4j 2,069,821 2,835.603 2.791.033 

cJh^M hrV.Vr;;; ■■ ^17,898 l,7i;,306 1.989,240 

School breakfast 6$ 774 167 «246 638 

Equ1pme.1t assistance 123,174 I08;744 112;817 

<;n*r;.wi;'Vo 66r~4r829774C- 5,l39; 748 

Special sec, 32 ^838,741 »l,449, 5v4 w 1,940. 394 

See footnotes at end of table, p. 97. ' ~ 
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1972 

1970 1971 (estimated 

Child nutrition (actual use) (actual use) availability) 

V/EST VIRGINIA 

Apportionments: 

Sec.4 1,945,216 2,688,758 2.618,321 

Sec. 11.. . 731.210 3,402,801 3,815,132 

School b'eaktast 251.109 160,874 1 234.487 

Equipment assistance 12V571 117, 452 125,541 

Total « r 7,052.106 6,369,885 6,793,481 

Special sec. 32 - ' 2, 4 95.519 » 4,34 8. 244 JM. 494, 148 

WISCONSIN 

Apportionments: 

Sec.4 - 2,607.160 3,570.779 3,716.599 

Sec. 11 186,233 2,265,091 2.766,026 

School breakfast 48.015 116.403 x311,874 

Equipment assistance 154.G03 258,513 305,085 

Total. . 7.995, 411 6, 210, 786 7,09S. 584 

Special sec.32 » 761. 163 '^^^^'^jj « 288, 892 

WYOMING 

Apportionments: 

Sec.4. 275,804 370,328 398.237 

Sec. 11. .".""."""r."""!" 34,843 234,897 330.556 

School Breakfast ] I.1 22,457 22. 247 i 78,061 

Equipment assistance. 16.977 62,888^^ ^i?'??! 

Total- 3S0!081 690r360 837,448 

Special set, 32 * 42, 675 (*) « 28. 220 

1 Only $18,500,000 of the total oi $28,000,000 available for the school breakfast program in 1972 was included in the 
initial apportionment of funds. 

» In 19/0 and 1971, special sec. 32 funds were apportioned to States under Ihe statutory formi'lo used to apportion 
school lunch sec. 11 funds. These funds could be used by States to augment func' appropriated for sec. 11 school break- 
fast and equipment assistance. . . 

» The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972isbaseduponanll'percentincreasejn the number 
of total lunches ser\'Cd in 1972over 1971 and a 25'percentincreaseln the number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. 

* The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 20-percent increase in the number 
oftotal lunches served in 1972over 1971 and a 30-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 197J. 

* The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 15-percent increasein the number 
oftotal lunches served in 1972overl971 and a 31-percent increase in the number of free and reduced pricelunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. 

« The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon an 11-percent increasein the number 
of toJal lunches served in 1972over 1971 and a 24-percentincrease in the number of free and reduced price lunches ser\'ed 
in 1972 over 1971. . ^ . 

I The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972is based upon a 16.percent increase m the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 118-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. ^ . ...... 

« The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 9-percent increase in !he number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 49-percenl increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. ^ ..... 

* The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 6-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 75-percent increase in the number of free and reduced pricelunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. . ^ . 

»nhe estimated amount of sec, 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 1-percent increasein the number 
oftotallunchesservedin 1972 over 1971 and a 38-percent increasein thenumber of free and reduced price luches served 
in 1972 over 1971. . . ^ 

" The estimated amount of sec. 32 funJs to be made available in 1972 i< based upon a 12-percent increase in the num- 
ber of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 14-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 7-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 70-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. ^ , ... 

« The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 5-percent increasein the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 19-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. . . ^ 

» The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 6-percent increase in the num- 
ber of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 13-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. . 

» The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 10-percent increasein the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 70-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in l972over 1971. . . 

«« The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 13-percent mcrease m the 
number of total lunches S3rvedm 1972over 1971 and a 1-percentincreaseinthe number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. ^ , . 

>J State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rale equal to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and a 
statewide average reimbursement rale equal to30 cents or greater under sec. 11 wilhcut the use of any sec.32f unds, 

IS State will be able to maintain a statewide average reimbursement rate eauai to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and a 
tstatewidedveragereimbursementrate equal to30centsor greater under sec. 11 without the use of any scc.32funds. 
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Sonaior Chiles. Well. T would like to see exactly how those figures 
would come out. i think the problem (hat i have is — this has been 
said so many times— that Congress has clearly expressed itself on 
what its intent is in this program. It has required the Slates to furnish 
the free program to the needy children. We have made that require- 
ment if they want to participate in the program. But somehow, the 
Congress cannot seem to get the answer of the dollar amount that 
woutd be necessary in our obligation to provide if wc want to provitle 
that free lunch. J think if the Department would just give us those 
figures, then the Congrc ^ can detcrinine the ([uestion of what kind 
of allocation wc \yant to pla(;e in tiie States, what kind of allocation 
we want to place in the Congress. But right now, as a member of this 
committee and a Member of the Senate, i cannot get that in- 
formation. I have not been able to get that information."^ And J feel I 
have been voting in the dark, voting for what E thought was suflicient 
moneys to take care of the States, ^vow I find out niy State is cut $3 
million. Not because they are getting something additional; br*t cu^. 
from what, they were last year. 

Now, I would like to be able to make the decision as a U.S. Senator 
wliether I want to raise tliat appropriation or not and haA'e some 
allocation from that. X think we are entitled to tliatkind of information. 



The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made availablein 1972is based upon a l9-pe:cent increase in the number 
of total lunches served «' 1972 over 1971 and a 68-percent tncreasem the nu mber of f reeaud reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. 

2^ Tne estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be madeavailable n 1972is based upon a 16-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 15-percent increase m the number of free and reduced price lunches 
servedinl972overl971. 

2> The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be madeavailable m 1972is based upon a 10-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 24-percent ir.crease in the number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. 

"Thcestimatedamountof sec. 32funds to be madeavailable in 1972is based upon a 17-percent increase in the number 
of totallunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 34-percent increase in the number of free and reducedprice lunches served 
in 1972over 1971. 

" The estimatedamount')fsec.32funds to be madeavailable in 1972is based upon a 31-percs:nl increase in the number 
of tot''2l lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 17-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served 
inl972ovef 197!. 

2< The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be madeavailable in i972is based upon a 5-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches servftd in 1972 over 1971 and a 47-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lynches served 
in U72 over 1971. 

The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be madeavailable m 1972is based upon 3 3-pcrcent uicrease in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1S71 and a 52-pcrcent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

" The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be madeavailable in 1972is based upon a 27-percenl increase in the number 
of total lunches served m 1972 over 1971 and a 73-pcrcent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

The estimated amount of sec. 32funds to be made availablein 1972is based upon a 14-percenlincrease in the number 
of toial lunches served >n 1972 over 1971 and a 23-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

2- The estimated amount of sec. 32funt:s to be made available m 1972is based upon a 9-percent increase in th$ number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 36«percent increase in the number of fre^ and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

" Stale will be able to maintain a statev;ide average reimbursement rate equal to 5 cents or greater under sec. 4 and 
a statewide average reimbursement rate equal to 30 cents or greater under sec. 1 1 without the use of any sec. 32 funds. 

^'^ The estimated amount of sec. 32funds to be made availablein l972is based uPon a 10-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 3S-oerccnt increase in the number of free £nd reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

3' The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 34-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served >n 1972 over 1971 and a 79-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

^ The estimated amount of sec.32 funds to be madeavailable in 1972 is ba<ed upon a 13-pcrcent increase ir\ the number 
of total lunches serveJ in 1972 over 1971 and a 12-percert increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches 
served in 1972 over 1971. 

^The estimated amount ot sec.32 funds to be madeavailable in 1972 is based upon a 17-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 27-percent increase inthe number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. 

«<Thc! estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be madeavailable rn 1972 is based upon a l-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 19/1 and a 14-percent increase inthe number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. ...... 

"The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is bas'»d upon a 11-percent increase in the number 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 8-percent increase m the number of free and reduced price lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. , , 

5«The estimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be mac'e availablein 1972 is based upon a 6-percenl increase in the number 
of lota I lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 28-percent increase inthe number of free and reduced pncv lunches served 
in 1972 over 1971. 
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Continualb^ when talk before the committee, we are told, do 
not wonT, there is plenty of money, we do not need tins hundred 
million dollars that is in this House bill. We do not even need the 

^"senator Allen asked repeatedly, would it hurt if we just gave you 
this hundred million dollars in case you run short? iS'o, well, we do not 

need that. , . ^ ... 

We would like to know and let us try to make a determmatioii ab to 
whether we want to fund this program or not. I guess the feelmg is 
I have a feeling that I am being spoonfed like one of these needy 
chikh-en as to whether I am entitled to have enough information to 
make a determination as to what I want to do and provide for this 
program or not. i- • 

I really end up looking at your testimony on the eighth and listenmg 
today to the people who have come up from the bchool districts. I 
kind of reach one of two conclusions and I am not sure which one to 
reach. The first one is that the budget from the administration was 
under what it should be to fully fund this program, and in order to 
then cut the pattern, cut the cloth to fit the pattern, we came out with 
the rejnilations so we do not run short of money. 
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« Slale will be able to maintain a statewide average relmbursemenl rate equal to 5 "nls or greale^^ "njc' sec 4 ^ 
statewide averaee reimbursement rale equal to 30 cents or greater under sec. 11 without the use of any «c. lunds 

« The estS^^ arioun ofTec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a >3-pe;cen incre^^^^^^^^^^^ 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 17-percenlincreasein the number of free and reduced pnce lunches served 

ThVestole j amount of sec 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 1 3.percent increase in the nurnber 
of tohl lunch?rserved in^^^^^^^^^^^ 1971 and a 42-percent increasein the number of free and reduced pnce lunches served 

i ThVesUmated amount of sec. 32 funds to be mads available in 1972 is based upon a >3-Percent increase 
pt total lunches served in 1972over 1971 and a 77.percentincreas8 m the number of free and reduced pr.ce lunches served 

ThVeslLated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 1 
of total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 22.pcrcent increase in the number of free a nd reduced price lunches served 

'"«ahVe7limale^ amcunt of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a M-percent increase in t|;^number 
of total luncll^rscr^^^^^^^^^ a l-per cent increase in the number of free and reduced pnce lunche. served 

'^niSmated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a ^-Pe/cs'U^^^^^^ 

pt total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a 21.percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served 

'^ahVKUmaled amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 31.percent increase in tj^^e numbe^^ 
pt total luSs seive™^^^^^^^^^ 1971 am* a 52.percentincreasc,'n the number of free and reduced price lunches served 

'^iVhVe7l{matej amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a lO-percent increase in the numbe^^ 
oftotalluSserve^^^^^^^ 

'"u"he est'im"ted amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a ^l-P^/fent Increase m 

pf total lunches served in 1972 over 1971 and a lOS-percent increase in the number of free and reduced pnce lunches served 

ThVestimated amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a ^-Percent inc,^^^^^^^^ 
pf toial lunches served in 1972 over J971 and a 35.percent increase i(\ the number of free and reduced pnce lunches served 

'^^ ThVeTlimat Jd amount of sec, 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is leased upon a 27;Percenl incrM^^^^^ number 
of total junchcs se^ in 1972 over 1971 and a ICO-percenl increase in the number of free and reduced price lunche> 

"«nhres\^maL'd amount of sec. 32 funds to be ma de available inJ972 is based upor a G-percent increase in llie number 
of total lunches serve^^^^ anda25.percent increasein thenumber of f:?eandreducedpr.celunches served 

'^mVe\^tImate^. amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based u pon a 7.percent increase in the num^^^^^ 
pf total luncS^^^^ 

*"«\\Ves^inS amount of sec. 32 funds to be made available in 1972 is based u pon a S-percent increase in "lejiumber 
pf total lu^chefserve^^^^^^^ and a IG-percentincreasein the number of free and reduced price lunches served 

«VhVesUma?ed amount of sec. 32 fu nds to be made available in 1972 is based upon a 15-Pircent increase in the number 
of total lunTerserved^^^^^^^ 

"«ThSma?edamountofsec.32fundstobemadcavailabIeinl^^^ based upon a 12.percentincreasein the number 
of total lunches serve^^^^^^^ and a SS-percent increase in the number of free and reduced price lunches served 

in 1972 over 1971. 
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The allernative to tlmt is tlial at the time the Departinent was 
coining before the Congress and before the Senate, and especially 
before the Agriculture Committee, you had in mind that you were 
going to pass some regulations but that information would not be 
made available to us so we could determine whether we wanted to 
raise the additional money. As 1 say, I cannot determine right now 
which of those conclusions is correct or whetiior either one of them is, 
but that is a feeling that I am left with toda}'. 

Senator Cuims. May 1 ask a question? 

The Chairman. Senator Curtis. 

Senator Guutis. Is Florida receiving $3 miliion less for this school 
3-ear than they did last year? 

Mr. LvNG. 1 do not have the figure. Senator Curtis, oi the amount of 
special section 32 funds that they will receive. They are going to re- 
ceive in section 4 and section 11 81,350,000 more, and 1 would not ex- 
pect that there would be anything like that kind of a decline in the 
section 32 funds that Florida would get. As a matter of fact, if we had 
not provided the revision, Florida would have received, based upon 
the anticipated increase in free and reduced-price lunches, under the 
old formula, Florida would have been one of those States receiving al- 
most the lowest amount. We estimate 20.4 cents per free and reduced 
price meal. Under this revision, Florida would get the ininimum of 30, 
so that would be a substantial increase over what thc^' would have 
otherwise received. 

We anticipate a substantial increase in free and reduced-price lunches 
in Florida because their participation in school lunch prior to now was 
lower than in some States. 

The CuATUMA.v. Senator Allen? 

Senator Ali.ex. I have one more question. 

Mr. Lyng, Iget the impression that even if Congress had appropri- 
ated more nione\' and had not directed that this money bo allocated 
among the States in its entirety on a per-meal basis, your regulations 
woidd have been the same? In other words, the regidation that you 
have provided is the limit that you feel is the part which should go iu 
paying on the overall cost of the meal? 

• Mr. LvNG. No, I do not think that I would want to leave that im- 
pression. Senator. 

Senator Aixkx. That is tlie question as I see it. 

Mr. LyxG. I am sm^'but T do not think I would want to speculate 
as to what our j)ositiou would be had Congress not appropriated the 
money. 

Senator AiXBX. In other words, if more money should be appro- 
priated, you then would allocate it hack to the States on a higher 
per meal reind)ur5ement basis; is that correct? 

Mr. JjYng. No, I do not want to leave that impression, either. 

Senator Allen. Well, what impression do you wish to leave? 

Mr. Lyxg. The impression I wish to leave,' Senator, is that I would 
not want to speculate as to what our reaction would be if there were 
more money. I would not like to have the record show that I said 
we would noi spend it or that we would. 

Senator Alle.v. I see. 

The Chairman". Mr. Secretary'', I think it clear from the testimon}'- 
here today that there is a good deal of dissatisfaction among the mem- 
bers of the commitvee and the administrators of this school lunch 
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UitTc was a nuaranleed iein.bur.scnicn( for free ad. 'f.*'"^^*' ,f '".^ 
• ICS of 37"cnt:; as againsl. a 35 cent leguhXion Uns lune. Ih: ^ 
a :J ,ct?in of ahnost Im percent when we have 1\'?< ''j f , 
faclor of at, k-as( five, and a considerable expansion of the Hliool 
lunch i)ro<'rai)i is mandated by the law. 

1 1 k it, would be well if vou would convene your advisory con - 
miuee ha s v ded for in the legislation. You have ir.any out- 
s 1 din. people' on it wilhin (he Deparlnient and '-J^'^f .^'f ^ ^ 
irntors^r .he school lunch program. 1 wouhl ^"gS'''.,^ > 
into it carefullv in (lie I g it of tins (e.sliniony and leev.ilua c \oui 
l^ul ions a te, ■;,„ do tlial in the light of this t-^^^V'^^'l^^'i -Idrm 
do not believe iho C^ongress will stand idle to see hungry child eii 
i, iiV to d o^^^^^ .Hloquate funding. 1. think if "-f "IT", 

S,n|re.-,s will have to step in and. take corrective '^^(.on. B bel c 
the connnidee would prefer lo give you .some reasonable .(ime (o (al.e 
ac(ioii OP your own before (he Congress acts. 
Any lurther cpiesdoiis? 

'miinor?^^^^^^^ much, Mr. Secretary. We apprecia(e your coopera- 
tion. You have been very helpful. ,...,„,n 
VVhereuDon, at 4 o'clock, (he .subcommittee was adjourne 1.) 
(A<l!h('onal siateinents submitted for the record are as f<dlow>.) 

ST.vT,.n:.NT OK Hon. Gnoar.r. McGovku.s-, .v V^^--^^^^^^ S^.^■.^Toa Fuo.u t.u: 
StaTi: of South Dakot.v 

Mr. Chainnan, n.ca.bc. of tj-c Co.nn>it(cc: « 
t„ testify ..n the ai>l>'-<a>7\;V"f"' linslluuid 

inillioii. • t , ,. J f., 0.15 n sYrp-it (lc.ll of Dfoi'res!' li!>s been 

yc.-=, siiiee the liii^^^age .of I'n blie f';^^^' r.?' § ;"/id ''it. wll :>?!=m-o that 

made. When Pre,s\deMt .N.xon ^^>«!'«<' ' 'i^ ^-Vu'c'^'^^^^^^^ li nc vili get- « free 

everv ehild from a fn.nily whoso iiied ic '\c'";'^"'?A'f,Y,:Yor^ is feeding 
or rddueed priee luneh." U s l'";'^?;"''^ Invo 
about six million needy schoolchildren tocby co" >■ \\ ^ «- ^^^^ 
ycai-s :igo. But to tall< only o our progress ni he ' f^^'^.V t X child goes 

elniuiing victory just Or staying lU the g=i"'«;vl'h^vfreUhed\h^ Hae^ so 

huiigrv ni Amerieii. That has m)t oeeuned. \\c I'^c "'■''[''f ! , "iiiio,/,,o(.r school- 

o\nftn«iou of Uic school liHieli progrixm. 'vT^viovi MMiiiq there- 
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that wo fed npnroxiinatoly G. l inillion clnldroii a froo or mluml price IuiicIl But 
this umro is adjuslod upwards by USDA to accoiiiu for absnilcciMii. Tlii^ i-? like 
8ay III?; that if all of thoso C.4 iiiiUion children had boon in .<chool that dav. wc woidd 
have fed tluMn. In reality, about r,.'.) miUion ohildreii participated ou'au averaue 
chMdrcn^'^'^' ""^ number of potcutially eligibl-* uec<ly 

Jlccently, U.^DA reported that tiiere were 7.0 uiillion eligible ehildreu iu ^cliools 
AVith a program (7,.S0l,:;:j0). This <>f coui-se, reproeiit^ a I7'c inerea-^o over ihe 
b.b nnlhou tar^jct (igurc auiiounecul by the Adiniiii^tratiou in December l<miL 
ami u|)ou which was ba^ed the HiiMieial estimate of imA milli<m dollaiN. Coiu- 
plaiuts In- the Department thnt ih'i^ rigureof 7.1) million eligible children i> iullated 
are .;?iinply foolish. 'Hiese attempts P) keep the targei figure down :ii a lovi-l of (i.tj 
million are m vam for several reason^. The Department ba«<e> it> iiuuie on [ho 
national mm:;, eligibility standard of $:ij'.>0 for a fainilv of four. Hut thi> 
hgure i;? ba-^ed on cosi-^f-living (;.\j)cn.ses for liKiO, and doc>"iiot rollect changes 
br^/ught by the mnadonary pre-sures of the last vear. 

More important, the figure of 7.1) million was calculated i)v the ^tate- tlieni- 
sc'lvcs m reporting the nuiubei-s i)f eligible children. The !igme«<"for .Mime .si:ite> are ► 
deseribed as ''extremely high" by the De|)artinent. Vci, the fact i-< that the.siate ' 
estimates winch total 7.9 million were ba^^d on OcU»bcr 11)70 reports ;U a time 
prior to the introduction of the national hicoine eligibilitv .>tandard. which was 
ofrective January 1, 11)71, J'hus, wiiile a few states mav have high e>timau-s, 
probably an ecpial number have ''extremelv low" estimates— South Carolina, 
yith 160,000 for example. It is very disturbing to me that I'.SDA i> aoparcntlv 
jutorpreting the national niinimnm eligibilitv standard as a ceiling on participa- 
tion, ratlier than a,s a lloor, as the law cleaiiv intended. States are invited bv the 
aw to set what they perceive Xo be a reasonable eligibilitv ^tandard, a> hmg as it 
s (U least i:>.l,r20 .i year for a family of four. Sonu^ states have ^een lit to raise this 
level. In lact, oniy 10 states have accepted the guideline ngur(M)f s<:5,720. Michigan, 
for example, has an avenige income S*^ higher than the national a\erage, so it 
has nn income-chgibility guideline of $!,0'.>:) for a familv ol Unw, rather than the 
iloor of '>0. 

This adjustment rellects a recognition by tlic^e states that poverlv i* relative, 
and MiouUl not be perceived by the Oeparunentas a standard (i(»>igned to prt»duec 
an extremely high" number of eligible children. To eon-ider th(^ ceonomie situa- 
tion m a state is the only realistic way to sot eligibilitv guidelines. The pinp«»-e of 
the national .standard is to ii.isurc that no state go beh)w a minimnin ligure of 
reasonableness. 

When all is said and done the plain fact of ihe matter i< that the ^:)J'IO eli;;ibili< v 
igiire wd have to be adjusted soon to rclleet the cost-of-living increa>e> which 
have made li obsolete. 

1 think it should be clear that the figure of 7.9 millitui eligible children is far closer 
to the truth than the USOA target figure of G.O million. The data is <o inadocniate 
that no one is certain just how many children aie eligible and in need <»f a free or 
re(luce(l price scho(>l lunch. Congiessnian iVrkins Chairman of the llou-e ICduea- 

m!- '""vf ;^'>«»' Committee last year estimated that the figure wa> nearlv nine 
inillion. Others estimate as high as M million. 13ut if we'take the 7.8 niilliou 
ligiire as valid we ai-e still running far short of our bu<lgetarv needs wbh the , 
Admnnstrations request. For, crucial to our ta^k of ending hunger will be th(j 
inclusion 111 the program of the children who aie presentiv in >cliooK without luiicli- 
ro(mi facilities. J here are curreiitlv 2:5,000 sueh school> iu the Cnited .states, 
Avith a total enrollment of 7 A million students. The Deparluieiit of Agriculture, 
using dubioiK^cjaiailations estimates that thciv are 1)00,000 cliildien in tln»>c ' 
schools who woidd be eligible for free or reduced price lunches. The e<:iiuaie is 
based on a /jalculatij^ii which as>unies that tiie number of children in the-e >ehools 
who are * ppor will be exactly jiroponioiial to i!ie nmiiher of ehildreu who aio 
poor ui theiotaleui-ollmentof ;>i>.i nnllion. The total "poor" figure is estimated 

at (J J) million. Thus, ~=^^- 

This procedure is dubious for two reasons. First, the ostiiiiak* of total "poi»r*' 
children it^clf is conservative beeau>e the povertv figure docs not rellecl eliaiii;e.s 
in the cost-of-living, or include tlio>e whom we call *"near-poor** and who mav^be 
m need of at lca.^t a i-cduccd price lunch. (Thus, once again we can see that" the 
poverty-figure is intci'im^ed as a ceiling rather than a floor (m participation.) 
yccoiul, the assumption thnt the nuinbcix are in fact proportional is without firm 
^ biibis. I'or a great number of these schools are iuiier-citv ele:iiciitary sclio(ds, the 
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,K.ra.-.t:.gc of cluUlrcn who nrc "poor" is f:.r grealor thun thnl IH-ro.-nt:.,.. f..r ll.o 
school Dopnhilioiw :w :i wholi-. i>„.„„i,i i,v USOA to S.S inilHoii. Un-cd 

Thus, llu- loial oH«ibU. Mgnro ^^'''i"'' ftVir,- is a lon>l 10 n.illion 

" 

\vu :uv curn-..ily f.H-.ling just .i,.(1|T ^'^ , ^ ^.i,,^.,,^.,. f:„.i.,r 

g nt! Can Ihis be call.-d :..h-.,n:.,c fmuln.K thn^: n-U. , , ,„ 

If we arc to roach l u- true i.ocd w ^^f^J^^ ['J' „; ' .'hihhvn in noii- 
SCOO million. The- facililic^' are cnio al « '"^T ' ^"-^ .5:5 „,i,iion ^houl( 

5:jr) million tMhu^, . w»fnwnw»i» in this Dnijirani, ''Our t-auM* i- ^hmI." 

discovoring it. ^ 
Thank you. 

r.Nrni) Statks 

Hon. irr.itMVN- 1';. T.vi.MADni;, 

C/i<»V»./i;i, Cmmill.i mi .UinniUun an<l hinsivj, 

U.S. S<nak, WaMujtun, D C. , f^,„„ ^^i;.,- 

Di:.Mt M... C.1.MKMAS-: K.u-h^H d w M'^ . \ Vin \rl ns.S uan<nnl.inK.lho 

Rnlli Powll, Coordinator o Scho.. lo f ^ , ,rln onl of 1-ducalion, 

connncnisof Xfr. A. W.l-ord,l)ircu-U.r Iho v'^^^^^^^^ „ r,.r,nlalions. 

to Ih. Depart niont of Ag":;"j ' ' m 2^^^^ l''.'eh r,-?.-!a.ions on 

I note tliat yon have ^';'''''v;-'^'Vi ,/rihe C^V n U v ^^ori.m^ c..n<idcrat.on of 

With hi< wi-ht'-S I 

Sincerely yonis, j \\\ Foi.niiujUT. 



Hon. J. FiJumioiiT, 



Lhtm: Hocic, Auk., .<?<)jf«mkr /, W7i, 



AmondnuMUs. , ,,rrkhloni^ fnccd l>v .^clit^ol Food .^ervicc 

Your pn<t Mii)i)c>rt of tlu-e programs wgre:itl> api)rcciait<i. 

Sincerely, lU'Tii Powklp, 

Coordinator, School ^'/"'^'^^^'v,.,^^ 
Arkansas Dcparlmtitl of AgncuUure. 



104 



Mr. H.;mn:uT IJ. R«u,:x, 
Director, Child Nutrition Divisistn, 
h'trnd ami Xutrition Service, CSDA 
iVn^hiiigton, D.C. 

I '?<^S-j':>"<>"> Ai.icndnioiiK. UV liavr disc«^.<o<I tlio problem- t ,: t. 

iniiM I 0 ..U0 that can lx> easily undcw.)..,! I.y scluxil a<liniiiistra«.<.iN and d. ci - 
rcq^muc^nts "«•« th' alnl^ 

V';;'"cli«n of eqiiinincnt funds for sclumls alrcadv part ieipa ting in tlie 
•k,'- "''l /'"'l«Jl,=\"^^ l.oi.ali/.c.-. states IvlsVro a 'g«.o<l'j.,l, 1. s 

1 V ■ X.Cf;^^^'!'/ '''""'^ '•■'■'■'7 l»n.snnus in pnictically all "ch<.«ls. In a 
. Id k . ^. " '-'-f^l cqnipinait. in onler tliai Ini i-h 

! i.n ? i " I c ''/"V*'^"** f'"" ""-rensod nn««l,.-r of cliildron |)ar(ieii,ai' ig 

I Iiib Me<'« ni Arkausa* lias also been Intensified bv ititegrati.m. 
, K..SI .Mareh Chief Jstate .Sch<«)l Ol\\wr.< and Sehoor Lunch Directors from 

n ^ ' ir;-"" "^'-^'^'^ "H"^^- State Agene y lau' r 

i .\w 'r,. ! '""'/'"^ «».snbsc(inentyeafi5 all changes relating t.) 

r':Vn " "'^l.mH'r'S rates, regulations, instrnetioiis, and ,),)liev statements that 
w ill be applicable d'Jnng the followhig fiscal year.'' * 

''wi'!^':'*'' «»f '"."l»t>rt:in». new'rcgnlatiors withont providing siilli- 

e ... nf'l'i?/' M ^^f "«'<^'f ?»•> ••i*«ri«'ts that will nll««- major 

ch.»iigc> of this nature 1.. |,o ptit into eirect in :u». orderiv and cflicient manner, 
lonrs very truly, 

A. W. F0.ID, 
Director, Arkansas Department of Education. 

(The eomincnts are as follow.s:) 

0().mmi;nts and sug«i:.stions on vnov ).si:i) uuij: makino 

I . l\ f '.fiLw'^'fr^ naiyamgraph A >uni of $.|,:).V.>/JOO from ScHrlion 

I:^ {'^V}'"". »f lyerlo JUcci, ihe Virgin I>lnnds, Cuarn nnd Anunicnn 
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^., , , r , ' ""^ '"^k"' "-'"""S iiuamana jMiicncnn 

>.i 110:1. .s iieh fiiiKls are available to tlie.-e .Mate.-, f<u- .-peeial cash a>-.istan<!e. We <lo 

r; iui".T :"" "f."'^-^'=»-'«<"-= H'e aiiiou,„'>o re..crved out "™ do rai'e 

Uirother slate): "" *'='"i««rke(i for 

P^'^'iOraph (/).-(a) Wo object to the e.-.tablisliiiieut of a 
1^" ">"«r«>l.tlie dLstribution of funds to the .-tntes. .Such a .svstem 

lu-v^.W^X^'it'^T'^'' "'"^V""V"''"«' !«l""»l-ler. CivJii tl.o 

^r..^ 1- ; "' 't^iwrting, it woiihl .-.eiious-.v dehiv the icceipt 

f^rU 1' u !".''•' .r' V-'*' *'f vcar and even 

fiirtlioi lomplicate the financial problems encountered by local school districts 
last year due to late recvipi of federal fluids '"au ".is 

m W 0 agree i.| iiriiicipio with the ii-e <»f .Secti.m .12 fnn<ls for use :i.s general ea^ll 
X^V^'^^^ "' «e believe tl.a all states ..lioiiUl 

; n hwiVv L^ V ^ "" "Ja^'s taking into coii>i<leiati(ni the need of 

'^i.. ' .m^''' '"«!S"'-«<>.">' per capita iiioiiie. To do otlierwi.-.e wouhl be 
t V.^ with cougresMoiial intent, as specifiivl in the Xatioiial School Lunch 
fr«d !..d\''?i? of soneral-for-food as.M>taiice 

J m! ! '" ^ be fmtlier iiieoiisistentwiti, .'iis.tion iKUof the present reguh- 
tioiK I he proposed regulations as outlined will be detrimental to he states with 
l.')tt- per ciivita income and the >tat«s that have been siicees.-fiil in provi<llu"liiiiclies 
to a high percentage of children. Arfcan.s.-ts, as -i l«w:in«>i le" ."te w^^^ 
liandieappe<l .slio.dd this regulation beeoilii effect i%^e. bceriou*!} 
o..ni5 «" •"•atS'S receive from Section 4 and/or Section 32 a 

siifheieiit apportionment to guarantee a iiiiRiniuiii rate of 00 per Tvpe A Lniicli 
;«nd 'i'l'w'J'''" rate is alx>ve siicli .states sh.^I be gii ii^u! 

S)A "««l for tl'ft 8<«te as defined by 

« I V"* «f •'"'^ «ie 30 cent iiiaxiiiiniu to control the nse.s 

nmm frCVlf,'l^?J'lV!^^^^^^^ 'i""*^- wconiiiieiid that e.acli .state's apportion- 
ment from Section 1 1 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of -lOp for each free and reduced 
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nri,.o iiie il <crvc(l to clisible children. The average wM. of prodiieiiig a Type A 
?m.cl n he 'tn.e L ?c:.r was A'le.. IK.w can schools c»n.in,.e . . feed he large 
,,,,ml er / frcc^n^^^^^ in tins -slalc at S.-.c when no donbl the cost will go above -l-'p 
rc "aX- f t r?^^^^^^ price "freeze"? Example: A <all fnnn a M.pen..- 

Jendent todav We are SJOOO in debt from hv-^t, year s operation \V(- plani.od to 
,?c e ehargcs for h.nehes this year fn.:n 20c- and -In, to i.,-. and :jO^-w„h the 
"freeze" on eharsics, this ean t be done. How eaii we operate. ... , 

Korveal^.''" Ime urged Arkan-as sehools to keep eha.ges low n. onler to roaeh 
more ehildren. Now sehooN are penalized for their elToris. , ,i„. 

.\ cX„o;b.5 lu-w paranriiph (c).— .See onr eoniments m 2(a) abo\e on tl-.e 
u^e of I n"e; -ste^^^ (LtHbution of funds to the .tates. We recomnuMU 

tint Scet 0,^S2 f,m be initially allocated to Mates .so that the total an:onn of 
Wion 32 and f=ecliou 1 1 fm.d.s be equal to the amount of M.ch fm.u.s expended 
bv 'h s1ate.s during the liseal year li.Tl. A^^i''"'"-;!' .l^^ 
the states upon jnslilieation to assure an average rate of 40 eent.^- per eatli Irtc and 

'''Tsl&Ta^\\ new paragraph (/^/).-This amendment is appropriate. 

I' S ri on 210.11 n»o parafjraph il^2).-U is saggaste.l tl«:«t; the bn^e n.on h to 
be nscd for detern. ning lu eded a(ljn>tn.ent.-.- i.i rennbur>eu.en . ratw be ^c^ >■■ ' 
tl^ October wfth need adjustment.-^ made on January 1. A review of fiiuas .Ma n.-, 
nfter receipt ..fJanuarv daiins leaves little lime to make adjustments in rate* 

'Tsc^Vmn^rS^^^^^^ very strongly object, to setting the 

nnsim m^ ate f or peeial l-.siMance at 30 ecnts, espueially ■.vlieii it nn.st be 
c^idercd i eoujnnJtion witii the ' base" .system .<o that the .Matt- wide avt-rjigt 
re for s^^^^^^^ aiistance cannot exceed :50 cents for the full rear. Ihe impact of 
Uil pwvSw n .Jerioii^lv endanger eontiu.iaiiceof free and miiiced price liinches 
o'Sreu Who qualify. Many s"c1i.k.1 .H^^.riet.s would r-e've s^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
snecial a.ssistanee uioiiev this year as compared to la.-t. \ear. M.e f"'-^' ■ 

\l'e c CO n.nend the maiiinnm rate be set at -JO cents :«^^ree<.n.nieuded I j tli«- A<1 
lino Committee of State and Major City Directors in March -Jl-Apr 1 A ' »' '- 

7 S 2/0 n;Vnra<,rnp/. «/) nrf««/.-Specify -JOc ii. hen of SOc or. lii.e J. 
DWetrii rrema I. le/ of se./tence after the w„rd "tliaf on line :J and ;««d ' the 

Sis li.inciallv unable to meet its .iee<l for free and redi.cc.l price l..i.e he.-. 
T is "•iib--~eelioii .sets up three criteria to be ii.sed in justifying rale^ of .-peeia 
ass st^iice above 30 ecu s. The lirst criteria appeal^ to mean that a higher ratt is 
ins i ic(^^w en prodiicli<.ii eo>t.s (labor, food, etc.) are '•higher than i.s typical i. 
id veil a^^^^^^^^^^ is appropriate bitt docs not accord special consideration o 
school "which have a large . iiinber or high percentage of free hincl.es and xNoiild 
s^rr iii^^vv ." c^ i. li"""^ ■■'"Ch hmchcs at the :iO cent iiiaxii.i.iin. \N e tlitreforo 
"^etln 1 e d at ti e following words be inserted at the end of the hn,t of t -.e.^e 
crUer "■ "or 1 e percentage or ab.soh.te i.iiniber of free or reduced price l.n el e.. 
L ri"hcr tha Is tvpical in the state." With raspect. to the second cnter.a n c 

eJommend the words "necessarv operating" be inserted ',f "^^ tl>c ;v"rd '^^ ; 
and on the same line insert "iis siieeihed in Section 210.1.> after tlie pl.rti.-i. 

''"With'respect to the third criteria, after the word cost, delete "cannot be elim- 
inated by ffi action" and snl).stiti.te "is not the result of poor i.ianage- 

"'wV'^nihr^rthcr recommend the sentence l)cgi..i.ii.g with "Upon", [in,- 0 be 
deleteda d 1 c following sentence besnbstit.ited-"Upons«eh a l.ndnig, the St e 
Age lev, r "n^^ where applicable, may :u-.-.sign a rate «'f/«""'''"^!:n ,■ c 
iif.Vi-il o ish (ssistance and general cash assistance funds Jiot to exceed fiC^f f< e. el 
?r -^iid rodncJd 1)^^^^^^ served. Sncl. rate should be reviewed and adjusted 

[inmiallv b. aceorda will, cost of livinc; cl.a.igc-s." The rest of the par:.graph bo 

avc o fet. g» ed b .MS of Section 1 1 f.indsonly. We re-empl.ji.size o.jr remin- 
..lendaUon^ fof allocation of ''ection 32 funds to all states at the beginning of tlie 

^si^,t:2^.Un^^&d-S)^o rcconiiiiend here also ll.atthe ii.oiitli 

n Sect m 220 10 Wru'Avh V>) rci'iV</.-We see no b:is.s in the; law or iii tl.e 
facV fof rc-stricUiig thc^^^ e„.iipiiieiit funds for^cliools already part.ci- 
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patiiig ill the scliool lunch or breakfast prograiu. To delay tlic approval of funds 
iieedMi for eqiiipiiieiit to serve additional needy chihlren e'illier lunch or hreakfa.^t 
until Mareli 1 simply postpones thi.s •operation luitil the following fiscal vear. We 
theri'fore reconuucud that this a mend men: be deleted. 

We also note the following objections: (a) the term *'grosslv inadequate" is 
vagtie: (h) requiring Washington's approval for expeiKlilua^ of "funds is inappro- 
j)riate and inconsistent with Congro,<'5ional intent and State autononiv; (c) re- 
quiring ihe States to work with individual schook ratlier than with School Food 
Auiliuritics. 

12. /r/Tcc/nvTrfa/r.— Section 210.19 (h) states that "no change in tiie requirements 
for lunches which decre;ises the maximum rates of reimbursement shall become 
eirective less than (>0 days after pubUeatioii thereof.'' Since ♦he proposed amend- 
ments to 210.11 does effect reduce the uiaximiiin rate of ronubiirsement for free 
and reduced price hmehes, we raise a serious question that such amendment.s can 
be made effective September 1, 11)71. \\V furtiier protest the issuance of important 
new rrgulat ions without providiiigsuRieient lead time to State Agencies and local 
school districts that will allo\r major changes of this nature to bo put into effect in 
an orderly aiid efficient manner. 



ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, SCHOO' FOOO SERVICE COMPARISON-SELECTEO SCHOOL SYSTEMS 
LUNCH REIMBURSEMENT AT 1970-71 RATES ANO AT 5 CENTS ANO 30 CENTS 





Pupil lunches served 


Federal 
reimburse- 
menl for 
lunches 


Reimburse- 
ment same 
31 ne/; 
rates 




System 


Pa'd Free 


Difference 


Lee County.„. ...... 

Utile Rock 


203,855 S8S,176 


270,518.45 
472, 604.27 


215,354.90 
36 J, 975. 05 


-55, 163.55 
-107, 629.22 



ClTT OR St.VTE; AllK.VNS.VS 

1. How nmch did it cost to produce a Type .-\ lunch during the 
1 070-7 1 school year? Do not inchjde the value of US DA 



donated conunoditics . 42 

2. How many free or reduced price hinches did your State or School 

System serve during 1070-71 school year?." IS, S73, 010 

3. How many free or reduced price hmehes do vou expect to serve ' ' 

this year {1071-72)'^ J 22, 703, 962 

4. W hat would have been the loss per meal dun ng last year (1970-71) 

if you had received only 35c federal reimbursement for free or 

reduced price lunche,s?«. . 01-. 09 

0. How much money will your State or School System lose in 1971-72 
if you receive oa^'' 35? federal reimbursement for free or reduced 
price hmehes? S9S7, 022 

riiE.VSE UETUUN THIS FOUM IMMEDl.VTELV TO: 

Louise A, K. Frolich * 
American School Food Service Association I 
4101 E. Ihtr 
Denver, CO S0222 



Ple:ise complete this form today. We need this information. Your support 
is urgentK* requested! 




^ ^ MiNN'i:.vrous, Minx., ,Scp/cm6er i?, /^r/. 

Hon. DON'ALD M, FUASER, 

RcprcsicnUiltve in ConfjresSj Ft'flh Dklricl, 
Longicorlh Office Bniiding^ Washington, D.C. 

Devu Don: Tliere is :i ^jjrcat deal of confusion surrounding the federal funding 
of school hmch programs for the present 1971-72 school year. The intent of this 
letter is to give you the facts and some ralionde for continuing the present Iev(d 
of fedenil reiud)urseuient for free and reduced price hniches. Any assistance 
you can give us in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Last year the Minneapolis Public Schools added IC schools to their lunch pro- 
gram, bringing the total nmnber of sciiools to 60. It has been the intent to con- 
tinue expanding the hmch program to iuchuie t he remaining 25 elementary schools 
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Level pf reimtuisement 



1970-71 level New level 



... 50.12 SO. 05 

AlMunches - * " -48 

Free and red uced • ■ — ^ -~ ;r 

.60 -35 

To lal - - 

have on our luneh program (based on Hio bCliool >o.irj. 



A reduction of 



free and reduced price luaches et 25 cents reduction (63 percent of the lunches served ,5 

•.v€ic liee or reduced) 1,541.916 107.934 

RejulM price lunches at 7 cents reduction -- - ^ 35, ^5 

Total '. ■ 



Lunches in nine additiot.al ^ohoo s were be g plan ^cd o^ hool 
yoar. Tl.is would l.uve ■ V';?,,''!^^'^^ slow .m oxpansio.'. of' the 

iunehcs. The I'^oPf'^'"' "-^f'-^Sn. «^^^ ^'"T 

•'='i?(i,:;lcl^^Sre doscrihin, ol— y ^ 

Minneapolis Public feehooK , ^ ' , ,„;"^ has brought about in- 

The rcali/.ation that '^^'^.f }" l^/.^f .-U^^a ^iln^T t,, all school children at 

a;i-/t\o:^':::r;i;ci>'r;i'o.. t -pfJe ^Z^i^^:^ for rnore cle.„entary 
cf'lwwJ ciiildron in Miimoapolis. i ... 

irvnU Nvisn ft.rlhc.- information, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, Don.m.d D. Bnvis, 

AssorM. SupeMenl of ^o/-;. /o,-^/^~ ^ 

(The eiielosures are as follows:) 

of hung..-, health and nuUU.m. >'| 'j^' ^^^''..k! under not.rished. 

there arc many children in ""'«^>'V ° ..j the Board of Education will 
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\\q are awnre thai this program will cost money and nresent i)r()!)lonK in 
mlimnistenug, but wo wish to assure you that w<^ .su,>i ort vc,u hi vour e^^^^^^^ 
and heartily approve your aetion on the hot luneh m-oKram - 
bineerely, 

i\rrs. Lk«oy E. IIooo, 



iri.^i 1 President. 



Representative Do.n Fu.vser, ^''^ ^'P'""^"' 

Wasliaiglon, D.C. 

Tlie one tlnmsand elementary seho(.l priiieipals of .Minnesota reaue^t fli-it 
you reject l.e new Agrieulture Departn/cnt guid,>lines il at w .uld'SienU^^ 
de<neasel-eclera 3,.|),,<>rtf,>r the l.otl„neh,,r<>gran.for<deu.enturvs^ 

-Note under the new guidelines that in .MInnoaiK>lis over threrqtnrterf of -i 
;""V" d«fir.s of Oeal funds will l>e needed t,> eontini.o the forn en?.^gr uu The 
fact IS, the ,,ri(Mi freeze, unen.„loy.nent, and limited ineonic alreidv , it t e 
.', • A I.' :.T. ' " 'p!-- f<'!-""^r «'>«'-ge- The new ineK^as,. doubl Vthe « st 

Your inliuenee and support is neees-ary M.E.SMP.A. requests it. 

UoiiKRT An.\<>u>, 
^ Execulwc Secretary M.E.S.P.A. 



